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FBIDAY, APBH. 7, 1972 

U.S. Skxate 

SelECI COMMITI'EE OK 
NfTRITlOX AXD HtJMAX NeEDS 

Washington^ DXJ, 

The Select Coinmitt<'c^ met at 10 a.m., pui*suant to calL in room 457 
of the Senate Oflico Building, the Honorable Alan Cranston, presiding. 

Present : Senators Cranston, Percv, and Bellmon. 

Statf members present: Nancy Amidei, professional staff; Vernon 
AL Goetcheus, senior minority professional statf; and Elizabeth P. 
HottelK minority professionarstaff. 

Senator Craxstox, The meeting will come to order, 

OPENING STATEMENT BY SENATOR CRANSTON, PRESIDING 

Senator Craxston, I would IJke to say, at the outset, that I regret 
that tliis public hearing of the Select Committee on Nutrition and 
Human Needs on the National Summer Lunch Program is necessary. 

It is necessary, however. Despite the clear desire of Congresr that 
this vital program for the Nation's cities be properly f undea and 
administered; it now api)ears that the administration, motivated solely 
by false budgetary considerations, is refusing to give cities all acroi^s 
the country the kind of support they need to feed millions of neec / 
youngsters this summer. 

Last summer, the Congress faced the same kind of budget cutting 
by the Office of Management and Budget. Through intense pressure. 
Congress was finally able to force more funds to be spent on the pro- 
gram. Unfortunately, most programs did not get started on time, and 
children went without proper nutrition for several weeks. 

This year we hope, as a result of these h*?arings, that all programs 
will be able to commence on time and all childn a will be fed. 

The issues before us today are not complicated 

Last year, the U.S. Department of Agriculture finallv allocated $29 
million to these summer feeding programs. This year the Depart^nent 
is proposing to spend only $25,5 million. 

Greater Need for Pkookam 

This cutback comes in the face of an even greater need for the pro- 
gram this year than last. This committee, in cooperation with the 
National League of Cities and Conference of Mayors, recently con- 
ducted a survey to determine the level of funds that could be "effec- 
tively utilized" by cities desiring to operate summer programs, 

(41.5) 
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On the basis of this survey alone, we estimate that cities could effec- 
tively utilize $52.5 million this summer — or about double what the 
Office of Management and Budget and the Department of Agriculture 
are willin<r to commit. 

Private appeals have been made to get this arbitrary .and unreason- 
able funding ceiling lifted. But these appeals have fallen on deaf ears. 
Their response has been "that the funds are simply not there." 

This, simply, is not true. And, furthermore, it is m direct contradic- 
tion to congressional intent as expressed in special legislation passed 
last year. 

Last year, in- response to this budgetary argument. Congress en- 
acted Public Law 92-32 authorizing the USDA to use as mucll as $135 
million from section 32 for the summer lunch progrttni. 

Those funds have been impounded by the Office of Management and 
Budget, They were never used for this program. 

Xot only have those funds never been used; hut the Section 32 fund 
has been increased recently by approximately $200 million more than 
anticipated because of the, import.surtax imposed by the President 
under phase II of his economic program, i 

Tiie decision not to fund this program is a moral outrage. This same 
Department urges higher food prices and then refuses to feed the 
children whose families cannot afford them. Incidentally, figures I 
noted this mornin^r in the-New York Times indicate that in February 
the cost of food climbed at an annual rate of 22.4 percent. What we 
seem to be witnessing is phase II of this administration's broken 
promises to needy children. 

Clearly, the money is there to feed our children. 

Clearly, cities all across the country are ready, willing, and able to 
use that money effectively. 

^i^'^^'/lT^^^y' ^^^^^^ no.excuse for the administration and the 

Omce of Management and Budget to continue to impound that money. 

The effect of that impoundment will be testified to, this morning, tiv 
Mayor Stephen May of Rochester, N.Y., speaking on behalf of the 
Conference of Mayors and the league of Cities, as well as bv repre- 
sentatives of Los Angeles, Detroit, and Boston— cities all beinffbadiv 
hurt by the impoundment. 

Before we proceed with the film, Senator Percy, do vou have anv 
opening statement? j 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR PERCY 

Senator Percy, I have no prepared statement, Mr. Chairman I 
would like to say, first, tliat as you probably know today is World 
fleart^Day, and I am scheduled to be on the floor in another 5 minutes 
with benator Iveimedy in connection with the National Blood Bank 
Act. We are voting at 10:30, so we will be interrupted somewhat this 
morning, * 

I regret I will not see the film, but I would like to say to Mr, 
Stephens that I do have a motion picture sound projector at'home. If 

1 would like very mu< 
, and I would like ve: 
' part of the hearing, 
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ARA SERVICES. INC. 

INCCPENCENCeSOUARe.'AeSl I'HIL.'.OELPMIA. PA I9i06 ( 2l5) WA 3 - 7700 'ClCX. 631434 

FILM SHOWING: "OUR SUMMER CHILDREN" 

Presented at the Senate Select Committee on Nutrition and Human 
Needs at 10:00 AM on April 7. 1972 in Room 457 of the Old Senate 
Office Building. 

Sponsor: Harvey T. Stephens 

Executive Vice President 
ARA Services, Inc. 
Independence Square West 
Philadelphia. Pa. 19106 

The Film*s Content 

"Ou/ Summer Children" is a documentary report of the Summer Enrichment 
Programs that are federally funded and operated by sponsoring agencies of the 
community or a civic park and recreatio,i> department. 

The implementing directive of the Department of Agriculture for this special 
food service program authorizes sponsoring agencies to contract with a lood 
service management company to prepare and deliver the meals. During the 
summer of 1971. ARA Services. Inc. provided 20 million meals for children 
in these programs in 60 cities. 

The film presents the views of civic and community leaders on the need and 
operation of the programs, shows the inter ract ion of children with recreation 
workers, records the methods of food production^ distribution arid accounting, 
and stresses the positive nutrition and educational value of the lunch component 
of the total program. 

Filmed in Nev» York City, Detioit. Washington, Jersey City and Richmond, it 
covers most of the considerations faced by communities of any size or geographi 
location in conducting imaginative yet practical recreation programs. 

7'»e Fi'im^s Jt^urpoaw 

I' To educate viewers on the essentials cf community organization and the 
ingredients of a successful lunch program. 

2. To stimulate continuity of nutrition and to provide nutrition education. 

3. To demonstrate a food service management company's involvement and 
capability in serving the public welfare. 
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Senator Chaxstox. First, on behalf of the committee, I want to 
thank ARA and Mr, Fninlc Marshall, producer of the filnu I also want 
to apologize for the fact tiiat the Senate vote at 10:45 is not iroin<r 
to allow us time to dis'^uss the film. I believe we had better proceed 
with the first witness. We have a large number of witnesses today. 

I would like to welcome Senator Beilmon. Do you have any opening 
remarks? 

Senator IJellmon. I do not. 

Senator Cranston. Our first witness is Mayor Stephen May of 
Rochester, N-Y- Mayor May, we welcome you. Would you please in- 
troduce those accompanying you. 

STATEMENT OF HON. STEPHEN MAY, MAYOR OF ROCHESTER, N.Y., 
ON BEHAEF OF THE NATIONAL LEAGUE OF CITIES AND THE U.S. 
CONFERENCE OF MAYORS; ACCOMPANIED BY REECY DAVIS, 
SUMMER YOUTH OPPORTUNITY PROGRAM COORDINATOR, ROCH- 
ESTER, N.Y. 

Mayor JIay. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I am Mayor Stephen 
May of Rochester, N.Y. ; and the n;an on my right is Reecy Davis, who 
is the Summer Youth Opportunity Program coordinator for the city of 
Rochester. He hf«s been on the firing line in preparing and administer- 
ing a Special Food Service Program for the summer in Rochesfer. 

I am here, today, to testify about this program on behalf of the Na- 
tional League of Cities and the U.S. Confei-encu of Mayors, as well as 
my own city of Rochester. 

Progkam Bridges the Gap 

For the past several sinnmei-s, the Special Food Service Program has 
provided an invaluable service in many of our Nation's cities. De- 
signed by Congress to complement the School Lunch Prognim by 
bridging the gap between the close of school in June to its reopening in 
September, this program has provided thousands of inner-city young- 
sters with at least one substantial, nutritious meal each day. 

Since its inception, the Ix»ague of Citi(^s and the Conference of 
Mivyoi-s have enthusiastically supported this program. I wish to bring 
home', once again, the reality of human niteds in our cities; and to 
underscore the vital importance of strong, healthy, happy productive 
young people to the well-being and f utui-e of our Nation. 

Basic to constructive rewarding life experiences for the youth of 
America is a regularly available, nutritious diet. In that regard, I ap- 
pear here to remind you of the responsibility placed in the hands of 
public oflicials at all levels of government who ai-e, by the very nature 
of their positions, entrusted with the future of the young people who 
are our Nation-/? greatest resource. 

The League and the Conference feel duty bound today, not only to 
reaffirm our support for this vital program, but to brhig to your atten- 
tion and the attention of the i^ublic, a recent decision by the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture which seriously threatens the impact of effective- 
ness of the program for the summer of 1972. It is a matter of concern 
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to all of us entrust<Kl with urban responsibilities that Deputy Assist- 
ant Secretary Pliilip Olson Jias informed the league and Conference 
2""? I ^,'ather now, this committee* that after tapping every available 
funding source, the Department is able to provide onlv $25.5 million 
for the program this summer. We view this as an entirely inadequate 
figun;. ^ot only is it $4 million below hist years level of expenditures, 
as we undoi-staiid them, but it falls nearly $27 million shoit of a con- 
servative estinrate of the needs of communities participating in the 
program. 

I do not need to remind this coniniittoe of the record of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture in funding and adminiscering this program. In 
196!). th'j piognun-s first yean only $3 million was spent By 1970, 
the figure Iiad increased (o $8 million. Based on the successful' results 
of the sr»nnnt.r of 1070, many rcgionnl ollicials at USDA urged cities to 
expand their programs for the summer of 1971. However, when June 
of 1971 arrived. AirricuKure informed Conirress that the total national 
needs had nof expanded and that once again only $8 million would be 
ne(»ded. 

Deeply nlarmed. the League of the Conference made a quick check 
and verified a national n(»ed of $?,3 million. ZVIayors Roman Gribbs 
of Detroit and Keimetli Gib.son of Newark testified before tliis com- 
mittal* on June i>5. 197K* and stall d that: "The Federal Government 
hi\< left up holding tlie bag. They have urged nstoman the serving lines 
and then, in effect, hn ve closed tin- kitchen. They have told us now that 
we will be fortunate to serve ns many youngstei-s as wc served last 
yeai*.'' 

Di:r.\Ys Causih) TuuKiwnAiir.K Dam.h;k 

l**ollowin*r slronir and active pressure from both the Congress and 
fho cities, the adniinistrntion finally releaf=ed $29 million. But what I 
want to emphasize is : that for many ^-ities the delays caused irreparable 
damage.. 

^fy own city of IJoehestei- — Xew York's fliird larirest — was among 
the less foHunate. After buildinir up liigh ho])os for nccommodating 
ur> to I kOOO ciiildren daily in June, orisrinal plans hr.d to cut severely 
wlicn Kochesler was initially awarded only $50,000, When the Federal 
Government finally made a substantially larirer amount available in 
July, it v.-as impossible (o neoi irani/e totally the food-program workers 
and to locate eligible innor-citv younsrsters. At that point Tlorhester 
was able to gear up and effectively utilize approximately $185,000 to 
provide an average of 5.500 ^ u nches per day. 

Program sites in the summer of 1971 inchuled playgrounds, tot lots, 
drop-in centers, youth centei'S. remedial edtication programs, aiul arts 
and crafts ])i'ograms. All sites .served were in central city, low-income 
aroas with re.<?ident populations of poor whites, blacks, and Puerto 
JRicans. 

The imcu tninty of fmidiufi: made site selection and .supervision al- 
mo.st impovsible. disrupted the plauninir proee.s.s. hampered coordiiif- 
tion. impetJed training of site .staff, and complicated arrangements for 
ordering and delivering food. 



♦"P'»rt — "umnipr Pwllnc Program nml TTSPA PocN Inn To WUhlioWl VuntU f^r ?'<*r. 
tloH .''.2": lio.srli»ffs of .riiiH* 2.1 and .Pily 22. 1071. Iipforc iho Si'Icct CominUfcc (ui NiitrlUoii 
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In addition to the critical need for early fuiuling, Koeliester':i pro- 
g:am requivements for 1972 sliould include expansion of the program 
to serve an average of 8,400 youth per day> funds for a coordinator, 
trucks and drivers for cjeunupj and printed training materials. This 
comes to a total of, roughly, $234,000, The comprehensive approach 
represented by this year's proposal will, of course, prove much more 
effective if adequate and early funding is assurod, 

I would have to say that in spite of all fhese problems wc had a 
rather successful lunch program last year. This, despite the late and 
uncertain funding, whicJi, as Fye indicated made a logical planning 
process almost impossible. On touring several sites, I was personally 
impressed with the enthusiasm of the children and capabilities of tlie 
staff. Our Siunmer Youth Opportunity Prograni coordinator, Eeecv 
Davis, has told me : 

If it Iirtd not been for the Speeial Summer Food Program, in conjunction with 
our Summer Vouth Opportunity Pro{rr:un, nmny of our children would' have gone 
through another summer hmigry and idle. And, we nU know that n hungry, idle 
child is a nonproductive child. But, money alone Js not enough if it dotsn*t arrive 
In time to be u^>ed right. 

I would like to cite a few statistics which illustrate the end-of-the- 
season peaking trend. In Eochester, 94:,324 lunches were served in July 
and 155,094: in August, Consumption ranged from a low of 3,720 
lunches served on July 12, soon after the program began, to a higli of 
8,700 lunches on August 5, 

Injustice , , , and Disservice 

To expect the funds which provided for an average of 5,500 lunches 
per doy last year to suffice for this year — when it is clear that some 
8,500 lunches per day tii August was a steady pace — represents an in- 
justice to thousands oi .iger, needy children. It also represents a dis- 
service to those dedicate! people at the local level who managed, under 
serious handicaps, to conduct successful programs and generate in- 
creasing interest and attendance as the summer progressed, Rochester's 
Summer Youth Opportunities Program stalf feels that the Summer 
Lunch Program inmieasurably enhanced tlieir total capability — which 
reinforces tjie case for strengthening the food program this year. 

In the face of documentation from cities all across the country and 
as an apparent extension of their unfortunate record, the Department 
of Agriculture now proposes to limit this years funding levels to last 
ycar'-s expenditures. Since far more youngsters were being fed at the 
end of last summer than at the start, tlic Department is, in ellect, tell- 
ing us that we will not he able to serve as many children as were fed 
last summer. Once again, it appears tlie Nation s' mayors and Congress- 
men must take strong action to insure that this vitarprogram is funded 
at a proper level, 

]*ecau?e of concern about the apparent inahilify of (he Dei)artment 
of Agriculture to provide lealistic need figures,'tho League and the 
Conference have conducted a survey in all 50 States, The results of the 
survey* are submitted with this test nnony. 



*Soc lip. 42:j-125. 
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Based on last year s experience and the high level of need wliich was 
identified by late summer, the survey indicates that $52.4 million is 
needed for the 1972 Summer Lunch Program. That is, of course, $26.9 
million more than the Department of Agriculture claims is available. 

Nevertheless, we feel this figure, if anything, is conservative for two 
reasons. 

1. Identification of eligible younsters is a difficult process, and 
one which would only rarely locate all eligible children. 

2. The respondents who are both State and local officials, were 
not asked their total needs; but instead, the amount of money 
their cities could effectively utilize. 

Agriculture's record in funding and administering the Special Food 
Service Program hardly inspires confidence about this year s projec- 
tions. Once again, the D.-.partment has demonstrated an inadequate ap- 
preciation of the urgent needs of inner-city children. 

Mr. Chairman, responses to needs of poor, hungry children should 
have top priority on the agenda of all conscientious public officials. 
Ihe need for an additional $26.0 million to provide nutritionally ade- 
quate meals for ghetto youngsters has been documented. 

Surely it is unconscionable for a Nation as afiluent, progressive, and 
resourceful as the United States to allow hunger to plague thousands 
of Its young people; sap their strength, erode their abilities, and deny 
them equal opportunities to achieve. A tangible opportunity to prove 
our commitment to a just and humane society is provided by the Spe- 
cial Food Service Program. This can help ease the link betweeii pov- 
erty and poor health—caused by improper diets and sheer lack of 
food. 

I urge you. or behalf of the National league of Cities and the U.S. 
Conference of Mayoi-s, to respond quickly and affirmatively to this ur- 
gent request. We can fulfill the great and good promise of this realistic 
far-sighted program if adequate funding is guaranteed in advance. 

By responfling to demonstrated need you can provide happier, 
healthier summers for thousands of inner-city youngsters— and more 
stable trancjuil communities as a i-esult. 
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Senator CiuxsTox. I thank yo\i very much for your appearance and 
your very constructive and interesting: testimony. I ^mdei-stand you 
were a purticipar»t ' \ the recent Conference of Mayors held here in 
Washington. Who*, was the sentiment of those niayoi-s regarding the 
Summer Lunch Program ? 

XIavor il.w, I do not think there is any question, Mr. Cliairman, 
about*^ their enthusiasm for the Summer Food Program as an integral 
part of tlie job and recreation programs, wliicli we need so desperately 
in our cities. It was the subject of a meeting between administration 
officials and a special delegation from that conference at wliicli sum- 
mer food programs, jobs, and recreation opportunities were discussed. 

So it is high on our agenda and I thinkit is fair to say it Ims strong 
support frmi the mayors of aF, cities of any considerable size. 

How Effect, vv: Ake Pkogrxms? 

Senator Ckanston, Can you estimate tlie general sentiment of the 
cities participating in the Summer Lunch Prograni about the need for 
careful administration of the program? Also, how eifectively the pro- 
grams are being conducted? 

JIayor M.\y. Well, I believe you have to put that in the context of 
the difficulty of planning, and putting together an administrative staif* 
when you liavc this off-a'gjiin-on-again funding situation. 

For example, our program was launched on July 0. which was the 
very day we learned that rather than having 856.000. we were goin*' 
to have considerably more available. To find staff and train them and 
to administer a program with precise efficiency at that late juncture 
is a well ni<ih impos.siblo task. We are, of course, dcn.ling in much of 
our staffing with indigenous people from the area who can best, it 
seems to us. work in distributing the food and so on. 

At- least— fioni mv experience and in the context of the built-m 
difficulties of the whole prograni— T believe it has been rather ably 
administered. If we know, well enough in advance, how much we are 
going to have, we can go upward from there in tcnns of the efficiency 
?nd The effectiveness of carrying out this prograni. 

Senator Ckanston. So that I will not miss tliat rollcall but that we 
can keep moving* Nancy Amidei, of the committee staff, will ask the 
questions that T wish to a.sk you, We will then continue with the 
next witnesses: and, when he returns from voting, Senator Belimon 

will carry on. , . ^ x i x xi i» i. 

Mi.ss Amtdkt. Would you say something for a moment about the tact 
that the League of Cities might be able to play a role in monitoring 
and auditing progran s this year, or do you feel there is any problem 
with the cities themselves being involved in monitoring or auditing 
the programs during the course of the summer ? 

Mayor "May, I can only speak from experience in my own city, I am 
reasonably satisfied that within the context I have just outlined—of 
the difficulties of setting up the program and planning for it with the 
funding uncertainties— it was effectively carried out. The food got 
to the kids who were supposed to get it, there was a minimal waste 
of food, and the program was, therefore, on target, 

I have no hesitancy about welcoming anybody who wants to come 
into my city to monitor it, or see how effectively it is being carried out. 
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I am not quite sure what the most effective mechanism for doing that 
would be. 

Jliss Amidei. There was a story in the Washington Post* you might 
have noticed this morning that made some comment about irregulari- 
ties in the program in New York City, Would you be able to comment 
on that for us for the record ? 

Mayor May. I speak for John Lindsay on lots of items with our 
State legislature, but I really can't &peak for New York City on this 
program. 

Might I suggest that if you can hold your record open, I would be 
glad to contact New York City officials to give them an opportunity 
to explain some of the vei^ special problems they have in distributing 
food in that huge, highly congested city. 

We all realize that New York City in many ways is a different world. 
Some of the problems which would differentiate the way we distributed 
food in Rochester and the way they did it in New York City would 
epitomize that. I would be glad to get materials from them which 
would respond to whatever concerns were expressed about the New 
York City program. 

Miss Amidei. Thank J'ou. We will be glad to hold the record open for 
inatcriaJs on New York City's pi-ogrnn. Just one last question from the 
Senator. Does the Conference of Mayors, U.S.-League of Cities have 
any suggestions it would like to make either directly at this moment or 
for the record about how the program might be improved from their 
point of view, suggestions about tlie appoitionment formulas, or pro- 
cedures about the program? We would like to have you comment on 
that. 

Mayor Mai . In the material submitted to you, there are the results 
of our survey of the 50 States, not in terms of need, but rather in 
terms of the amounts which the communities felt they could effectively* 
distribute. I think it is a fairly realistic figure based on past experi- 
ence, liut, it is conditioned on tlie fact that the amount of funding will 
not only be adequate, but that the dollar amounts will be known early 
in the ball game, so that effective planning can begin. 

ilr. Davis might want to conmient on the timing problems. I would 
assume that it is crucial that the cities know by early May if they 
are to gear up effectively to carry out a good program. Do you want 
to comment? 

Early Planning Necessary 

Mr. Davis. Yes. Basically the planning process is what really guar- 
antees a good program, a very eifective program within the city. Late 
funds creiite quite a difficult problem because of the fact that we have 
many, many sites to serve. We have to coordinate these sites, dropoff 
times, dropolf points, and training of the staff on each one of the sites 
so they can deal with the problems that vou nm up against with chil- 
dren whom in the past, have not received balanced lunches. 

There is a proc(JSs you must go through in order to teach children, 
the importance of a balanced meal. If a child has never had milk, 
and if you don't work with that child, you can produce and provide 
the milk but the child could throw it away. Early planning would help 
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eliminate some of tlic problems so we could set up a training process 
and be able to get worknig with the children. 

Mayor May. ^ think the point he is making is that in niy city a 
Puerto Hican youngster may not be accustomed to have milk as an in-, 
tegral part of his diet. In order for the staff, who are drawn from the 
neighborhood to educate that youngster adequately on the importance 
of drinking milk, you need to have some training for the staff; and, 
you need to have some time to work with the kfds. Or, maybe, if a 
salad for a black kid is not a nonnal part of his diet, it takes a little 
more trainingto bring that message home. 

Again you need some advance timb to select your staff and train 
them so that the food will really be eaten. That, I think you will agree, 
will happen if we have a chance to get the message across. 

Miss AMnu:!, Before we call the next witness, could ^Ir, Davis com- 
ment how you i'clated to conmiunity gro'ips through this program and 
whether or not they were directly involved in it ? 

jNIr. Davis. In the city of Kochester, 50 percent of the summer pro- 
grams which we conduct are openited by ccnmnniity groups. 

Miss AMn)i:i. Connnunity. not city-o])erated ? 

Mr. Davis. Yes. They are funded through city of Rochester goverii::^ 
mental resources and coordinated by the city of Eochcster. But, o\ier 
the past ?} years we have set up a program that gets tlie community 
involved enough to begin to train tliem to write and implement their 
own programs. So, for instance, we ha\'e 21 tot lots that are operated 
by neigliborhood mothers and youth within the neighborliood. They 
implement their own programs. 

Miss A:^riDKr. Could yon describe for the record what a ''tot lot** is ? 

Mr. Davis. Tot lots are for 2-, 3-, 4-year-olds--smaIl tots, as we call 
them. Most of our programs within the city of Rochester are operated 
by community groups, agencies, and organizations. So, therefore, our 
lunch program also is operated by the community. 

Miss Amidei. One last question. 

The pi-ocodure that you have just described very briefly — of getting 
together V itli connnunity groups, orienting (he children toward the 
program's educational benefits, and kee])ing'the records and so foith — 
takes a great.deal of city time and that very often means that the city 
itself has to contribute personnel, time, ancl cost to the operation of a 
program like this. 

Can you comment just a little bit on that? I know you don't get any 
.special money for it, so 

Mayor May. It is a matter of our existing staff extending themselves 
that much further, plus the use of some people who are added spe- 
cifically for the summer. Perhaps Mr. Davis can give you some figures, 

Mr. Davis. Wc have, with the City-County Youth l?oard» which im- 
plements the city*s Sunnner Youth Oppor * nity Program, during the 
sunnner, seven aclditional people \xho are use. ( to monitor programs and 
tron1)1eshoot. In other words, they go out and talk with the com- 
nnniity people as to how they should handle their finances, their So- 
cial Security, staff administration, and that soit of thing. Other than 
that, the programs just include regular city .staf][ and cooperation 
among city depuitment head.s in order to help generate all the com- 
munity participation we can get. 
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Mayor -May. May I emphasize in closing, Madam Acting Chairman, 
the fact that the food program is only a part of the ovemll ettort 
which is so important in our cities for our young people. 1 hope tnat 
this committee— which has heen such a great advocate for the nutri- 
tional needs of the Nation— would, in whatever report or efforts it 
undertakes, not onlv advocate the extension, expansion and early 
funding of the food program ; but, also help us in the cities with an cx- 
pansioiTof the Neighborhood Youth Corps and other progranis which 
will .rive our kids the productive and healthy summers which are 
crucial to stability and tranquility in the Nation s cities. 

Mi.ss AMn)i:i. SciuUor P.olhnon has roturncd from voting and I xmH 
turn the Chair over to hiiii. Senator Belliiion. , .x, . 

Senator Bki.lmox. Jklayor. I missed part of your testimony, but tlieie 
were a couple of points "yoii raised while I was lierc. I would like to 
ask von to enlarge upon. , , , 

Cjn pajre 2 of vour testimony, you mention that you plannod foi 
1^.000 children alid then the funds were cut back to ^:jO.OOO— tUat it 
would take rare of an average of 5,r)00 per day. . 

Oh iiiiirc 3 von mention that this year you are planning— that is 
l.,7o_to'take c:up of 8.400. Wliv the reduction from 1-1.000 down to 
8.4(K)1 You planned on 14,000 last year. This coming year you plan 

"'NnuS :May. This mniiber. 14.000. was a figure of need. The <iueption 
is how vou can eirectivelv distribute it in target areas without waste. 
We fi-ei that 14.000 \s a realistic ligure— based on the average that was 
holdiiK' steadv in Auirnst— when we were finally geared up, was a 
feasible <'oal for this vear. AVc do distribute food at our recreation 
areas, tot lots, and various arts and crafts program sites, and so on— 
iiU of wlii.-h are in the inner citv area. Our cstiiiiate is tiiat about b.40U 
would be the number which could properly be served irom those cen- 

*' 'SeM\Vto'i 'lbfi.i,M()X. Your feeling, now, is tliat"14,000 figure was too 

hiirh? n . , , 

May<H->r\Y. That. T think, is a reflection of need. 
Senator Bki.i.mon. Is the need still there? 
flavor May. Yes. sir. 
Senator Bki.i.mox. Why settle for 8,400? 

Nr.KD K)u FuxniXG 

^[•i vor May. 1 f vou will send us adequate funding to provide enough 
stair, we would be: glad to try to serve the 14.000 who are in need. 1 he 
iirobleiii is that our sites, as now projected, would encompass only 8,400 
kids, and we have had to cutback on some of our i-ecreation personnel 
and so on because of budgetary problems. . , . 

Senator Br.i.j.Mo.v. AMiat coiunbntion docs the city of Rochester 
make to this program? ,. , , , „i„ 

]^Iavor May. It is a little complicated, but we do provide supplc- 
nieiitarv contributions. We have the City-County Yout,li Board winch 
is fiuuied through a number of sources, including city and county 
•roveriinieiit funds. The board adds some special staff people for the 
sminner to help run a number of programs iMcludiiig this one. Beyond 
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n P "^'^V'^^ P"* ^'"^^'^ V "ty recreation employees- 

'v^' ^?\7^' additfonal summer youth program 

personnel or Neighborhood Youth Corps youngsters. 

benator BKI.LMOX. You don't have a dollar figure that you con- 
S^v Sh? P^^t'cipation figure is $185,000. You doK know 

tJ'\^^r^\ ^^'V- -^f' ■• -R'^Z'^' '^"^'^ exP«=> t on money, says that the 
'".sUStaSafif'S"^"^' '-""^ 

a l^'S hSase?'- " ' ''''' ^'""^ ^^^ing for 

r. ?^u^°x ^Iay. Well, after the uncertainties about fundiufr i,nd our 

Senator Bi:llmon'. You feel tliis is adequate ? 

' comment on tliat l-i,000 per day figure 

and why we are asking for funds to feed KDOO per day. ^ ^ 
bince last summer, because many of the areas that plan on serv- 

1 10 aiea (0 points which are very hard to identify !u d still be able to 
serve one specific area where we have all poor kids/ 

USDA GUIDKUN-KS CltEATE PliOBLHM 

nioTilliio^n^rUnnV''' "'^ P'°P^' 'J^?''"^ ^" ^"se-s they 
mo\e into middle-class areas, so we might have an area that wo-ild 

^Z-^^^iCk^"^' f P'^'-^^"^ b^^niddle clf 

01 ne.u muidle class. It is very hard for us to plan in that are-i under 

Uie guidelines we have with this program. Thlre arc man; kid £ 

are! oTnovor;"^' ^'?i'^ P'^' ^"5' V*^ '"'^ '''"""f^ '^^^""t the core 

S i,itV tl „ 5' 1^^^*^"."^^ njore than 1-1,000 a day, but then we 
nflv n tI"' ^'V'"^'' tJ^*" '^""l^'e" a e poor, how 

not? And 8,400 per day are core poor children without any question. 
JU can guarantee 9o percent of the children in (hat area as being 
poor, ^ 

is nn<fonTbhr-lt'?^- 7°"}^' f y situaticm in Rochester 

oVnlw r . ^P''^"- H'? country ? In other words, would a 

rh;Stry r''"'' " °p""""' ^" 

<.r.ll}/Z^^'r'' "i" ^ "f I ^■'^'^"y know that we can 

speak Senator, for other cities across the country except to the extent 
t int the National Leaguo of Cities aiul Conference if Mayors ha?e 
o rZl f ^^'^'^ tJ*'^ testimony todav' 

l?.sPd r' f o 1'° ';qmmu,iities in those States. It is a riponse 
used on the amount which the cities feel they can effectively use- 
not lie need. The amount they can eflectivcly use adds up to some $52 
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Senator Bellmon. Let me ask you a final general question. Let's as- 
sume for some mison the Congress chose to discontmue the summer 
feeding pmgi'am entirely. What alternative do the cities have? 

Mayor May. Well, at least from the vantage point of my city — and 
I believe it true of most other large cities — the cupboard is bare in 
terms of providing any city funds. As a matter'of fact, my city is now- 
faced with an $8 million budget gap, between now and tlie end of the 
fiscal year on June 31, out of a total budget of .$65 million. So we are 
laying off people and cutting back on programs simply to survive 
fiscally, I don't think the cities, themselves, could conceivably come up 
with additional funds. 

The State of New York also pleads poverty in terms of any assist- 
ance which they could add of a new natui-c. If the funding were not 
forthcoming from the Federal Government, you simply wouldn't have 
that one balanced meal for inner-city youngsters. 

Senator Bellmox. Thank you, Mr. Mayor. 

The chaii-man is back. I will let him ask questions. 

Senator Craxstox. If you have any more, go ahead. 

I thank you both very much for your very helpful remarks. I am 
sorry I wasn't here for all of your testimony, but I will make it a 
point to study the record of this morning's hearing as soon as it is 
available. 

Mayor May. Thankyou, sir. 

Senator Ckanstox. Our next witness will be Mr. Edward Ilekman, 
Administrator of the Food and Nutrition Service of the Department 
of Agrif'uHurc. 

Mr. Hekman, welcome to the hearing this morning. Please intro- 
duce those with you. 

STATEMENT OF EDWARD J. HEKMAN, ADMINISTRATOR* POOD AND 
. NUTRITION SERVICE; ACCOMPANIED BY HOWARD DAVIS. DEP- 
UTY POR PROGRAMS; GENE DICKEY, CHILD NUTRITION DIVI- 
SION; AND JAMES SPRINGFIELD, DEPUTY POR MANAGEMENT, 
POOD AND NUTRITION SERVICE, USDA 

Mr. Hekmax. Mr. Chairman, I would like to introduce Mr. Howard 
Davis, deputy for programs. On his left is Mr. Gene Dickey of the 
Child Nutrition Division, and on my right,^ Mi\ James Springfield, 
deputy for management of the Food and Nutrition Service. 

Mr. Chairman, Senator Bellmon, thank you for inviting me and for 
accommodating my schedule. 

Senator Cranston. We're delighted to do so. 

Mr. Hkkman. I am glad to liave this opportunity to discuss our 
experiences with the summer feeding program. T am pleased to tell 
you of the planning that has been done, for this coming summer, so 
that this program will contribute effectively to the nutrition of needy 
youngsters. 

This summer feeding effort has some inherent problems — problems 
that do not exist in other child nutrition programs administered by the 
Food and Nutrit*^ Service. Educatoi's consider the national school 
lunch program tf the primary vehicle for feeding children. It has 
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pJogtm "'" to ^"iSlfr S 

v,S,'L^"''°""l^';''°".' '""""I' Proprani <loos linvo sonic ckvlo-tliv 
piil'lim ' operating tlic sunnner locding 

PlAXXIXG AXD OrGAXIZATIOX HuiiRlKl) 

ovJ;;;?ifM; v:!:rf ^i"^^")**^? f«'-ti'cr complicated in- 

At that point the Food and'Xutrition Service began a scries of 
n.pid actions Tliose actions wore designed, first, to 7)rin" -is inucl 
m-der as possible to 1971 operations ; aiiTl. second, tlicv wctc es " 

Ihe JJafJSietn?*''^ I^'^^-'^''""^ ""^ 

toiw Th;^".nnf ^''"""'"^ ""I'l" P^Sram of intensive field moni- 
\ Ii I ■ ^2 sponsors, at 147 feeding sites. 

ofTl -in^lf n i''i^ -P"".^^' *° '^"^^ "t^«»tio» to some 

f the seuous problems and deficiencies that were found. Bear in mind 

t at many program problems were corrected on the spot, as tbcv \vcre 
tioTi staif ^"^"S^' observations and suggestions of the food'ii.itri- 

Sl'OX.SOliS AUDITI:!) 

Ten large sponsors were audited. Together those 10 accounted for 
ahnost 20 percent of the total nationwide program. In these audits, 
there were serious questions of eligibility for reimbursement of more 
tliaii half of the moals served. Many of those were lunches served to 
adults. -Many were extra lunches, taken from the feeding sites bv • 



1 J ArJ^r ^Y^^ ^IJ.'^" ^''7*^ ^^eding sites, getting about 

130,000 lunches daily. But only two of these sites provided for day 
care or other supervised child care. 

Seven of the sites wgularly received a total of 2,300 lunches, but 
those sites served only 400 children. 

flirr',v'L'/^'''Sr?''"''^'''^ °" t^'*^ nionitors were 

S per.;S S da*; ' ^'' "^ rehabilitation ceiite'r, and it served only 
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In San Die<ro, Calif., our nioiiitors i b served 452 lunches being served 
to only 81 children. At'many sites, up to 15 lunches were served to some 
children. Most of these immediately left the area, taking lunches home, 
presumably for other members of their families. 

In Albuquerque, N. Mex,, children took up to five lunches away from 
the feeding site, in shoppinor bags. Some of tliose children went directly 
to waiting automobiles driven by adults. The. supervisor at that site 
said that no children were given more than five lunches— until all the 
children were served. 

Caterers often charged for more meals than were actually delivered. 
At one site in St. Louis, Mo,, the caterer *s invoice showed that 4,100 
lunches and supplements were delivered on the day the monitors were 
tliere. But actually on that day, the site ran short of food items for 
3.700 suppleibents. 
' In Houstonyrex,. 1,185 meals were charged for. but only 825 lunches 
and supplements were delivered. 

As a result of the deficiencies we found in the 1971 programs, some 
reimbursement chxhns have not been settled. Among the larger reim- 
bursement claims that are not yet settled is one for $3 million from 
New York City, and one for $706,000 from Newark. N.J, 

I am happy to tell you, and I know you share this feeling, that we 
found good programs, as well as bad, We found many programs that 
were well administered — that contributed to the nutritional well-being 
of participating children. 

The medium- and small-sized programs tended to comply well with 
the program regulations necessary for sound administration. 

In Richmond. Ya., for example, a medium-sized program served 
about 10.000 children at 24 sites. 

In Baltimore, Md., about 29,000 were served at approximately 190 
sites. 

There were occasional onsitc problems. But the reviewers generally 
found well -structured organization in these two cities — along with 
comprehensive recordkeeping and reporting systems. 

Baltimore, incidentally, is a good examplc of how programs can be 
improved. Baltimore had a poor program in 1970. but reversed its field 
to build a good record in 1971. 

Philadelphia is another city which greatly improved its program — 
from the summer of 1970 to the summer of 1971. 

In Birininghain. Ala., the Girls' Club also .sponsored a well-oi-ga- 
iiized. well-administered program — sei-ving 275 lunches, at two .sites, 
and morning and afternoon supplements. 

The pro<::' ams that were well administered were not limited to the 
smaller communities. Several lar^e cities also had excellent programs. 

For example, I personally visited the program in Chicago. And I 
was impressed — not only v;ith the food service, which was excellent — 
but with the recordkeeping, which was very thorough ; and with the 
program of .studies that w^as eiigao:ed in by the students. 

In Detroit, to cite another "big-city" example, a feature of last 
summer's program was the cflfectivc use of volunteer workers. 

Besides this monitoring of programs, we made a thorough review 
of the preprogram planning, and application procedures in a selected 
number of States. 
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Deficiencies Related to Poor Planning 

In general, most of the deficiencies that we found in last summer's 
programs were related to poor planning by sponsoi-s. "Where the feed- 
ing was "added on," to an existing activity — such as boys' clubs or 
day caups — the operation was considerably stronger than when a 
progra n had no such organized base. Throughout, there was a lack 
of Knowledge of program regulations, Tliis was almost universally 
true among "onsite" personnel. Often they were mainly concerned 
wif'i duties and activities other than food service. At all levels of 
operation, recordkeeping was woefully deficient. 

As a result of the widespread problems that we found, it was ob- 
vious that we needed specific procedures and regulations and more 
adequate program-planning time. And it was obvious that all levels 
of administration needed thorough guidelines on program operations. 

As a result of these findings, we began — early last September — to 
plan for the summer foeding programs for this upcoming summer of 
1972, 

In October 1971, a group of State coopemtors met with i*egional 
and national FNS workers to draft instructions, guidelines, and opera- 
tional procedures. 

Then early in December, a number of State and city cooperators 
met with Federal people to serve as a reactor panel for the guidance 
materials that were developed by the October work group. 

The cooperators who worked with us came from all over the country : 
From California and Washington on the west coast; from Texas, 
Louisiana, and Alabama; from Iowa; and from New York, Pennsyl- 
vania, and Virginia on the east coast. We very much appreciate their 
cooperation in the planning of this year's programs. And I should 
like — if I may, Mr, Chairman — to submit for the record the list of 
the names of these cooperators. 

Senator Cranston. Certainly, That will be hicluded in the record.* 

Mr, Hekman, Tliank you. 

USDA Handbooks Distribttted 

3^Ir, Hekman, Out of this combined local. State, and Federal input, 
tli(?S(» two similar handbooks were developed — ono, linncibook for spon- 
so!'s, and the other for the onsite supervisors. Early in Fobrnnry, tlie.se 
handbooks wcM-e (Hst!-ibut(Kl to all State coopenitors. to all proginm 
sponsors, and to all potential sponsois and peisons who had expressc^d 
i!i((Mcst to State a<^enci(»s, or to FXS regional oftices. 

These handbooks have been very well received— a tribute to the 
work that was put into them by our cooperators in local and State 
governments. We will be glad, T.Ir. Chairman, to sn])ply a eopy** for 
your committee. 

Senator Cranston, Please do so, 

Mr, Hekman, Thank you, , . 

On February 14, we announced the proposed revisions m the regu- 
lations for both the sniniiuM- and year-round phases of the Special I ood 
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e^ctcnding Vh^^^^^^ ?rocedures"~f or a 20.day period, 

fl Jinfff ^ regulations were changed, therefore, to make April 17 
l e date for filing applications for this calendar vear. April 1 S bl 
tlie. filing date in subsequent calendar yeare. ~ ^pru i will be. 

Changed Pihorities for Applications 

Some comments and suggestions concern the priorities for the con- 
siderat ion of applications. As a result, changes were made to clarify the 
manner in which the priorities are to be applied : ^ 
A^;-! i7°r*^' ^0"?'<i«'''ition will be given to applications filed before 
April 17 by service institutions whVch operated programs last sum- 
mers and not more than last year's approximate kndiSg 

2. 1 riority Will be given to applic itions received before Anril 17 
from service institutions which did not participate last summeV 

Applications from service institutions in the first group will be 
onsKlered for that port-on of the application which i^ in "xcess of 
the approximate amount of funds used last sum- r 

Each state now has a commitment of funds i meet priority 1 annli. 
cations in an amount equal to the State's use of fu?d fo? sunime r 
programs last year. Sponsors in pnority 1 can plan their pro" rams 
and administering agencies may immediately approve ipplicaSis 
and commit funds at last year's levels within the State ''i'vncmous 

If some service institutions in priority 1 ask for reduced fundiii<r 
of course there will tlien be room withi'n this minimuiri co.nmitm?^t" 

ily 3 applt tils " 2' ""^ So?- 

FNS and cooperating State agencies are giving close attention 
n'rin if"""' tl^'^ J>«»dling and approval of applicatiS under S" 
priori y system A series of reporting mechanisms are in operat oif 

Z]^t ^T'- ^"•"'^'"f'' ""'"'^^ ^"'•l.V May. This will be tl e 

total of approved applications which were received' bv AprH 17 

Applications received after April 17 will be considered in the order 
of then receipt, to the extent of available funds. 

Uur budget i-equest contemplates that sufficient funds will be 'ivail- 
ablc for the summer of 1972 to provide a national increase of abo it 
2o percent over last summer's actual expenditures. 

Plan Activity Monitoring 

Let me emphasize again how closely we plan to monitor this year's 
achvity, 05pecially during the planning stige. We are aKdy S 
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in«: closely with the cities and the States to do all we can to aid them 
m tJie implementations of programs that will meet this summers 
needs. 

We recognize that food service at open playground sites is a far cry 
from service in schools— where daily attendance is statistically pre- 
dictable* where there is control over who entei-s the lunchrooiiu and 
^yhere trained food service pei-somiel ai-e available, along with facili- 
ties and equipment. 

However, we are convinced that summer programs* that are well 
administered, are what the Congress intended. We are working closely 
with the btates m the use of these Federal funds to structure summer 
feeding oprations that will not only meet local needs* but that will also 
carry out what we believe was the intent of the Con<rre<??. 

The Congress stipulated that this program asslsF children from 
areas in which poor economic conditions exist, and from areas where 
there are a lugli concentration of workinnr mothers. We interi^-et this 
to inoan that the Congress was basically interested in assistance to the 
needy and the near needy. 

Capabilities in schools exist only because local interest, local effort 
and local funds put them there. We believe that the?e summer feedincr 
programs can be made an effective supplement to other food assistanc? 
profi:rams m reaching children in need of better nutrition. 
Tliat concludes my formal statement, Mr. Chairman, 
benator Craxstox. Thank you very much for your testimony and 
tor your appearance today. 

fi ^""1] ^'tto^vT'?''"^';''. ''""^^'''^ 0" '^ll^iT^^f' program abuses 

that the UbDA found m several communities. Could you submit for 
tJie record all the information on which the Department bases its 
concern and your lindmcrs of . abuses, filling out in more detail the 
rough outlines you gave us today ? 

fi J^'"'' x'V"- "^''1'^ ^X^' '^^ working with the chairman, with 
the Office of Inspector General, to make that available to the com- 
niittoc. 

Senator Craxstox. Tliank you. 

I have been told tliat tlie program in New Yorlc City was- run pri- 
marily in the irnnt s Point area. I mulei-staml this i.= an area of New 

lorlv City which has a Iiijr], concentration of hard-druff addicts It 
IS an extremely toiigli area in every sense of the word, and therefore a 
place wlieie the Siunmer Lunch Program is especiallv needed, ^ou 
spoke of the Isew 1 ork City program as one which served some lunches 

o ineligible per.soiis. I undei-staud fha^ there w.-re several iiiddents 
in which adult addicts demanded that thev be given lunches. I o-ather 
this didn't happen ..i great numbers, but it (lid happen. 

1 he people running the program, to avoid troul;lc for the children, 
decided to give the addicts the lunches. Is that the reason yon are 
critical of the program in New York ? .) " -i 1 

nffi^L?f '^n^ P'Wm i". New York, as pointed out by the 
Ofhce of Insnector General, had a large number of things that we were 
critical of. I have mentioned this one just as an example 
.Zt P™g»«"n obviously is meant for children. It is not meant for 
adults. Wc recognize, Mr. Chairman, that in a program of this size, 

•Sep ApiH-ndlx 1. p. :,."4. 
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there is bound to be some slipjpage, like adults demanding lunches; 
that has happened here in this city. 

Wo recognize that a certain amount of that is bound to take place. 
But I think the criticism of the New York program and the reiison 
that we haven't reached a settlement, is mucii more wide, pervasive, 
and deeper than that one example. 

How Maxy Days for Plannixg? 

Senator Cuaxstox. Do you Liow how many days* notice the New 
York sponsors had from the time you finally told them they would 
have money for the summer program, and the day that program 
actually began ? 

;Mr. "IIkkmax. Perhaps Mr. Davis can help nic on this, ilr. 
Chairman, 

Basically, they knew they had some money. They had a level of 
funding they could figure oit quite early in -the spring. Now the addi- 
tional level of funding, the substantial increase hi the level of funding, 
was made available right about July 1, is that correct, Mr. Davis? 

Mr. Davis. Yes sir. 

^Senator Cilvnston. Made available July 1 ? 
Mr. Hekman. Yes, sir. 

Senator Craxstox. Wlien were they told it would be available, and 
wJicn did the program actually stait? 

Mr. Davis. It was around the fii'st week in July when the program 
started. As I recall, we told them that they could have some additional 
money somewhere along about the third week in June, the final amount 
wasn't really made avail-able until Jmic 30. 

1 think that your point, however, is well taken. They did not Jiavc 
suiliciont leadtiine for planning on the basis of a greatly expanded 
program. 

Mr. Hlkmax. My testimony makes note of that— lack of planning. 

Senator Craxstox. Since they only had a few days notice, and since 
the program sponsors were concerned, prior to that time, about the 
possibility that irregularities mi^jht occur under such conditions, were 
you able to provide anyone to assist the program sponsors in establish- 
ing and supervising this program ? 

Air. Hkicmax. Wc have a regional ofiice in New York City, and our 
people there did work very closely with the 

Senator Cranstok. How many employees are assigned to the New 
York regional office? 

Mr. Hekman. The total number of people in our New York office 
is 104. 

Senator Craxstox. How many of these 104 employees were available 
to assist this particular program at that pohit in July when the Sum- 
mer Lunch Program began operation ? 

Mr. Hkkmax. I wouldn't want to state that without checking. 

Senator Craxstox. Could you furnish for the record how many 
USDA employees were actually available to help supervise and to 
assist the program sponsoi's establish and operate the program in ac- 
cordance with USDA standards and regulations? 

Mr. Hekmax. I would be happy to do that.* 
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M ^'''^ responsibility of the State of Xew 

In otJier words, we, Mr. Ciiainnan, do not nin the nro'Tiin in tUo 
t1 e citv state itseIf^md,KSe "v S 

Perhaps Mr. Dickey can tell the cominittee just what was aviilahle 

otnator v^RANsroN, JLct me make my question c ear In f?iP f-n,..,*..,. 
generally, were inainials avaih.bic foi- f^mS last ve^J Jo 
seeking to make tlicm available this yearl ^ ' ^ " 

v.h , i"""^^'- Chairmai;, last year there were no handbooks dP 

Mr. PIkkmax The fact that, last summer, we had some exwllentlv 

Senator Chaxstox. Would you tell us exactly how much money Inst 
year s Sunimor Luiicli Piog, i,in cost i ^ 

C''«»™an, I wish I could do that. The. amounts 
submitted in claims arc $21.1 millioii. Xow. what it will c oV S de- 

Erxow r-r™" ^V''^^ «^'""Pl«' the anS goil 0,1 

ZhVl f? Vfi^ mvolves some ^iA million. I camiot state aiiytfJiu! 

ttS.lTn!nioi,!™^""' ^'-"'-^ ^O'- rcin.bur.eiJe..t^ 

%uref "^'"'-k "••^I'Klcd in that $21.1 



thJt .ihf I • i^""- <^l»in's-I would like to emphasize 

than that because some of the claims .re not going to be allowed foi 
the reasons 1 have indicated in my tes«nnoiiy .mowed toi 

ilr. IIkkmax. 1 am not aware of a problem. I personally am not 
aware of a problem in Milwaukee. F^-iayiwny am not 

Senator CiaxsTox. Would yon look into that and sunnly for the 
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yU\ Hkkmax. Yes, sir. 

Senator Ci:ANSit)N. Is it true that the DcpnrtiiiPiit Ims not yt detor- 
mincd tho oxtciit niul cost of hist snmnuM-'s pi ot^rnm due to soinc com- 
puter difiicnltios which developed hist Aujirnst ? Secondly, you have 
apparently not yet worked out some disputes Ixitween the Department 
and certain cities as to the amount of their cla im which is reinihursable. 

Actual AMOtJNT Less Than $20.1 Million 

Mr. Hekjian. WelK that isn't quite the way I see it, Mr. Chairman. 
We have said that if we paid all the claims — and, after all, this is 
April— the top of the ran^e is $20.1 million, and what I am sayinjr is 
that *he actual amount will be less than that. How much less at this 
point, Mr. Chairman, 1 can't state, because we are not through with the 
audit in Xew York City, which is the largest one. 

Senator Ckanston. Could you tell us whether the Department has 
requested the funds in the second suppJcmental appropriation to pay 
h:!rk. Section :52 fund, the moneys u?ed as :i result of last winters 
Joint Kesolution 157? 

Mr. Sprixofield. No, sir. We have not. 

Senator Cranston. That re^sohition required the Department to 
maintain adecpiate levels of reimbursement in the School Lunch Pro- 
gram. It provided that the moneys required for reimbursement should 
come out of a snbsequent appropriations request, and not out of other 
funds availabht for the program, such as the $135 million made avail- 
able last .Tune in Public Law 92-32* for the. Summer Lunch Program, 
•'•service institutions'* (like Day Care and Head Start), and school 
lunch. Why an* you not seeking payment out of that, under the terms 
of that resolution f 

Mr. Springfiei^. The President's budget for 1973 docs contemplate 
the restoration of some Section 32 funds. It is being handled 

Senator Cr.\nston. Is that a payback procedure ? 

Afr. Sprixofikld. Xo. Through the anticipated use of new Section 32 
money in jRscal 1973. 

Senator Cranston. Arc you going to explain why the Department 
has not spent the $135 million that Congress made available m Public 
Law 92-32 for the summer-lunch and other child nuti ition programs? 
And why the Department is not "paying back'' the Section 32 fund as 
Congress recpii red ? 

Mr. Hf.kman. it is my understanding, Mr. Chairman, that the De- 
partment has spent Section 32 funds in excess of the Section 32 funds 
generated by the formula on imports. That includes the increase that 
you referred to earlier. 

In other words, there has been a very substantial inroad into the 
figure that several in the Congress have indicated was the base figure 
b(»lo\v which Section .32 funds should not go. This was the case during 
this current year, fiscal year, 1972. 

Senator Cranston. I would like to read a letter from Chairman 
Perkins of the House committee to Chairman McGovcrn of the Senate 
Select Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs on this ijoint. I 
will then ask you to comment on the situation as he spells it out. 
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COXGUKSS or THK UXITEO STATES, 

IIOUSK OF REI»KESE.\TATfVK8, 
COMMITTEK OX KoUCATfOX AXD I.AfWlt. 

Ihm. Gkok<;k McGoveux ^Va^thmyton, DX\ February ^, y.972 

MftHhiiif/ton. D.O. * 

''■^^^^'iUmSuT^m^ '° tetter concerning thearaila- 

to your s,K>ci,ic qu^t i ther^^ ^"Wic I^uv 'ti-C^i. ,„ :,„swer 

Hic fmHliuj: autlioritv c" nt-iimwi Mf i. , P'""* to limit in any »vay 

Kcsolution 157. As yo„ a ^mvare ma^^'rf^ ""^ of 

made in the diild nutrition irrocrMm Ai a '^''""Ses and improvements have been 
each of the activities authoS i^' " ^^"^^h ^^^^ been rapid growth in 
school Innehes. i^l^tlT^l^^yr^?^!'^^' '""'^''^^ for the n4jy7non" 
meet growing needs It ^saS^ eene^-"? inad^uate to 

I'ul.lk- Unv ;r2-:tt in onlor t.M?rovi,i„ i .^^^ I foresaw the need for 

readily by the Public De nrtme^^^ T* ''v"", ""»>i-.^- « "itl> Si 

"f :'tf-ir,7,ii,i „„r i„ m" view :,?or ,?^nL^^^^^^ ™« subsequent pasaigc 

This later legislation callwl fn/nT,?'- -^1" '"'^ provision of Puhiie lAixilr^^' 
from certain child Mon^'Ln^^^^^^^ nutrition proS^ms 

.••I>l>r«iiriation. " rei)laced through supplemental 

^|«T.Sf*Sair?M^^^^^^ down the needs on the 

Sincerely, Carl Perkins. reeling is this has been made perfectly clear. 

that I would ^cpit a hijte the one 

contemplates timt sufficicn^Cs will L -^^m ™1«est 
$25.5 million, which Sarnerccnt moil fl ^i'""^ T'*'' of 
s..bmittedto„sforlas^;;.reSp™^^^^^^^^^ 

Wirx BnncCT Ekqu^t Lk.vvk Uxm, Ciuld«ex^ 
funding iK^sbSrScavaTl 1,1^ 

be used to insure that no chiid'cn mn^r 'V^^'"' ""^ s>'<"'W 
not !«■ fed if we sticTfo "ITi "f^^^^ 

nI.r,„t-chihl,-<.„ who mml 'l oJiier S " "^^^^ 1^7 i"*' ^""^"'J-' 
pro^jiiiins? «riitn.is(, benefit from tlie.sc Inncli 

iff 

The .cq,,e.t.s havetol« i; by April n! ''^-''''^ ^''^b" in May. 
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Trying to determine what is needed, as also the previous witness in- 
dicated, IS something other than just sa3'ing how many children are 
there in a community, lliere have to be the resources as the other wit- 
ness indicated. There have to be the resources there in terms of pro- 
fi^ram operators and sites and adequate feeding facilities, the monitor- 
ing of the lunches, seeing the milk is kept cool, all the other things 
that have to be done in a community. 

These are the thin^ that are spelled out in our handbooks. This in- 
formation is in the held and the sponsors have it. They have had a 
chance to look at the material that indicates what constitutes a good 
program. Then thev are telling us, starting right now, they will be 
telling us that this fs what we think we should have, like the mayor of 
Kochester indicated. 

We are in that process right now, Mr, Chairman. We expect to have 
that information early in May. 

Senator Craxsix)N". I would like to ask one question on this point 
Ijefore I yield to the other Senators. In view of the fact that the 
Appropriations Committee is meeting next week and in view of our 
need to know some specifics before the committee completes its work 
on the fiscal year 1973 appropriations, would it be possible for you 
to report back to this committee by next Wednesday on your estimates 
of the adequacy of the $25.-5 million you have budgeted? 

Mr. IIf.km.\^-. I would like to ask Mr. Davis what information he 
thinks we will have by next week, partial ? 

Mr. Davis. Well, I don't think that we will be in a position to really 
give any kind of an estimate until we get all of them m after April 17. 
This was one of the problems that we faced last summer, last spring, in 
trying to find out what the total need was. We had telephone calls, we 
had statements to the press, much information of a veiy general, casual 
nature as to what this or that city wanted to do. We don't believe that 
wc can make good estimates on that basis. So we do need to get these 
applications in, and they do need to be screened and approved before 
we will have a fix on the funds. 

Now, to the other part of your question, an answer as to how much 
additional funds the admini.stration might want to put into the pro- 
gram, I think we'd have to carry your request back to the Secretary, 
but I don't believe he would be in a position to give you an answer until 
we are able to examine the applications. 

Senator Cransto.v. I want to pursue that a little bit further, but 
I don't want to be hoggish with the time. I will yield to St^nator 
Percy. 

Senator Percy. Thank vou, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Ilekman, I would like to say how solidly I think this coni- 
nnttec will back everything you do to eliminate waste in this pro- 
gram. We are not filling human need by inefficient methods, wasteful 
procedures, puttmg authority over this kind of needed resources in 
the hands of people who are incompetent or who do not back it up 
with adequate recordkeeping. Anvthing you do in that area will be 
fully supported by us- 

Senator Cranstox. By the whole committee. 

Senator Bkixmon. Yes. 

Mr. Hekman. Thank you. 

7«..'J00— 72— pt 3A ^3 
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Senator Perct. Wo would have our head in the sand if we didn't 
feel there is waste. There is waste in the lunch program. It is better 
than the summer program, I have seen it. I know it and I have per- 
sonal testimony from school administrators to that fact. Obviously 
with, a new program— only in being a few years — without a struc- 
tured organization to carry it out and people you can hold account- 
able, vou have a much more difficult problem, 

I think in the procedures that have been adopted you have worked 
toward a plan where, I hope, we can look toward a nmch better pro- 
gnxiii this summer. 

Has It been made perfectly clear to the vendors who deal — that 
we do.iI with and to the people that have be^n brought into the pro- 
gram—the nature of the penalty provided by law for fradulent use 
of these needed resources, for taking thom ior people they are not 
intended for, for short-counting and so forth? What are the penal- 
ties that you can impose? And, have we penalized vendors who have 
been flagrant in this area? I think they are a problem. When you have 
very good vendors in the field, it hurts their reputation, 

Mr, Hekmax, Well. Senator Percy, it is pretty obvious that some 
of the people aren't going to get the money. That m itself is a penalty. 
As for any penalty beyond that, Mr. Davis ? 

Xekuy Are Pekalize!) 

Mr. Davis, Wc are faced with this dilemma with all of our food 
programs. In the last analysis, the only final sanction we have is to 
take the program out of a community" and this we simply can't do. 
You penalize all of the poor and all of the needy in the area for wrong- 
doing or lack of doing by some officials that arc running the program. 

So about all we can do is to appeal to the fairness and the good 
citizenship of the people who are concerned with these programs and 
generally we do got response on that basis. 

In this particular case, as Mr, Hekman just pointed out, there are 
some of these companies who are not going to get fairly substantial 
sums of money that they are claiming. 

Senator Percy. I just feel that Internal Revenue, through the^ears, 
has developed a procedure which you can see come every — it is just 
about on now. They get on the radio; they emphasize to people the 
necessity of all paying their fair share. But, they also heavily publi- 
cize the penalties available for fraudulent filing of tax returns— and 
they make quite visible. Much more so in March and April, it seems, 
than any other time of year— the few who go to jail. 

I must say it causes millions of people to take a second look at this 
thing. I wonder if, just before the summer program, through school 
publications, through any means that you can use, we can emphasize 
that this is a crime. That in this area— like anywhere else— fraud and 
cheating cannot be tolerated. It certainly undercuts any kind of a pro- 
ram \nien you have the kind of loose procedures that you yourselves 

avc found, 

I want you to know, wc would back up ^our imposing the severest 
penalties you can for fraudulent practices in this area. 

I would Kkc to ask you about IIiinoi,s, I was just delighted that you, 
pei-sonally, went to Chicago, That wc have an efficient program, good 



S oft K^^^^^^ - area. I hope that it would be true 

linnoisXte.f?^^^^^^^^^ best esti^at.. 

I^rogram. tliat is for tlie S miS nn^ p"**** ^^'^ '"'"wn in the 
ceived $2.1 million and-from nSmtfiA^ ^i'*'^' v re 

elhciently and actively used make-i£ 

This wouSSdfe"^^^^^^^^ ^ \"crease, $2,257 million 

tainly, not tnkoTIo ^^oZ ai iwf Population, aS ^: 

more economic hardshS ""employment and a JiSL 

M^I^BS^TIt?i^^^^^ P^^^^^- --Id be funded? 
in,asm^rmJS^Ttte 

do have this 25-1 y^^^ their programs. Tlln wf 

antecte f^^^^^^ account inflation 

n«.ng this problem of ear? pSi'L/ Thf,? Po^ible^rel^! 
a ceihng on how much Jllinoi? ^^S' a ^'J-"^ ^^"se is going to Be 
that we ^et in from an™ll^'e "o^^^^^ the a^plic^atioS 

percent increase that we have and dlSvJI'r "''^ ^^c this 25- 
than thev had laSsummer ' ''"^"^ ^^o need 

It is iust a 

a look after^tL 17tfS ^iTe^C^^^^^^^^^^ we^wiHtaf e 
word back out as quickly as we <!„ f r' to get the 

total amount that will ^ uvaThiWe ^' ^"^^ P^** May" as to 

Wiix There Be Full Fuxwxo 
mol'^S- ti'n'^^^^^^ it not mean that thcv wil, the 

really uiidcretaMd whether vouf h i; if P «^'"n- I am not suVe J 
that j;„„,, «l.nt.an SHet^ ^^^^^^^^^ g«t full fundi,^ - 
stand It, yoH have the inoniy avS^^^^^^^ ^""^'"g? As! „ruler- 

to how you will „.se it. ^ '»^a"aOJe and it is in your discretion as 

tlimii ionty, Xo. I. ^° "»3 ^nW do plamiiii.. on 

o«; If 5',; s'l? i 
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say at this point, Senator Percy, just what it will mean for Illinois, 
will depend on the needs as they are developed in Illinois, made known 
to our people, the needs in other parts of me country, so we can move 
this money around. 

I would be happy to get the figures to your office just as soon as I 
can. 

Senator Pekct. I would appreciate that. 
Mr. Hekkax. I know of your interests in the program. 
Senator Perct. With the chairman's permission, I would like to 
yield the balance of my time to Senator Bellmon. 
Senator Bkllmon. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Hekman, I am not sure I followed your statement completely. 
You said that the claims under the 1971 program amounted to $20.1 
million? You also said that you anticipate makinjj funds available, 
sufficient funds available in 1972 for an increase oi about 25 percent. 
Exactly how many dollars do you expect to be made available for 
1972? 

Mr. Hkkman. We expect to make available $25.5 million. 
i5enator Bbllmok. Availability of $25.5 million? How do you feel 
about the increase of $5 million ? 

Increase of 25 Percext 

Mr. Herman. The Department in submitting its budget took into 
consideration all of the factors that were available to us. We had 
meetings ^vith some of these people in October and again in December. 
We had our track record for past years. Based on that, we made an 
estimate that a figure of $25.5 million — which is an increase, a sub- 
stantial increase, of 25 percent — represented our best judgment then 
and it represents our bc^ judgment now, until all of tiie facts are in 
as to what we would need. 

We made that budget figure available to the Secretary of 
Agriculture. 

oenator Bellmon. I know that Mayor May of Rochester, in his testi- 
mony, stated what his city would need. Last year it tised $185,000, and 
this year he ff;els they will need about $234,000. That comes out to 
be about a 25-percent increase. Is that a coincidence ? 

Mr. Hekman". I suppose it is a coincidence. In our case, a very happy 
one. I didn't have a chance to talk with the mayor ahead of time, but 
1 have talked with some of our people, and in some cases may not be 
enotigh, and in other cases, I am sure it is going to bti more than 
enough. 

So again, what we need badly now, and we hope to have early in 
Majjr, arc the facts. 

Senator Bellmox. And when you get your figures in May; if you 
find that your anticipated expenditure of $25.5 million is too low, what 
do you plan to do about it ? 

Sfr. HEK>f AX. There are various things we can do. We can work 
with the cities. Many of the cities are finding that they can make 
economics in the program of various kinds, but in this budgeting 
process. Senator I • Imon, you have to start someplace. To the best 
of our knowledge, this was the place to set a figure, a budget figure, 
and I have not seen anything yet that would indicate to me that we 
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are low on our estimate. We are stating that we will know in early 
May. 

Senator Bellmox. My question is : If you find you are low, do J^ou 
intend to come to Congress and ask for more money ; or, do you in- 
tend to cut back on the cities ? 

Mr. Hekman. I would make that figure known to the Secretary of 
Agriculture. 

Senator Bellmon. With what recommendation? What would you 
recommend that he do? 

Mr. HfeKjuAX. I would make the figure known to the Secretary of 
Agriculture. 

Senator Bellmox. You would have no recommendation ? 

Mr. Hekmax. No. I would certainly interpret the figures to him, 
indicating how accurate they were, but I think that he can certainly 
take whatever I send over to him through Assistant Secretary Lyng. 
This represents our best estimate. I have tried to make that clear that 
it represents our best estimate and we are working very, very closely 
with the States. It is not a passive sort of thing. 

We had a meeting this week. We are doing our bobt to determine 
what it should be. This isn't an open-ended deal. We are working 
against a figure that we think is adequate and to the best of my knowl- 
edge at this point* I think it is. 

It isn't just a question of submitting us a figure. It is a matter of 
sites 

Senator Bell^hok. You have talked yourself into a corner. You said 
you wouldn't know until May how much you are going to need. Now 
you say you arbitrarily set a limit. What I am assSing von is : If you 
find your first estimate of $25.5 million is not accurate— it is too low — 
what do you plan to do? You said you would tell the Secretary with 
no recommendation. 

If that's the case, then what is the point of going into this exercise 
of asking what the various cities need? If you are not going to pay 
attention to them, why ask them ? 

Mr, Hekman. The first thing we have to do is find out what they 
need. 

Budget First— Need Secondary 

Senator Bellmon. It seems you should have done that before you 
set the $25.5 million figure. 

Mr. Hekman. I don't see how we could do that until they have an 
opportunity to line up sponsors, determine sites. All that has to be 
done. Some are going to have too much, some are going to want more. 
We arc going to have to balance this off. 

Senator Bellmox. Once you have all the facts, then it seems to me, 
you should come to the Congress and say : "We were right or wrong," 
If you are wrong, say : "We need more money" Do you plan to 
do this? 

Mr. Hekman. The chairman has asked us when we get the figures, 
early in May, that we submit something. 

Senator Ckaxstox. I didn't mention early in May. I said next week. 

Mr, Herman. I indicated, Mr, Chairman, we won't know nest week. 
We just won't know until some time after the 17th. We are going to 
let tlic 17th be the date. The additional time, we need to balance it off 
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between States that don't need it and States that need the 25 percent. 
National, it is gomo; to take us until early May. 

benator Cranstox. I would like to johi Senator Bellmon's question, 
bince you doii't know, why are you putting yourself in the strait- 
jacket of a $25.5 million program ? 

Mr. Hekmax. Well— I am the administrator of the Food Nutrition 
service— have to submit a budget based on our best estimate as to 
what we will need for this program. I did that. 

benator Craxstox. Is that your best estimate ? 
^aC;S' P'^^^^'^'^- That is what my testimony is, yes, sir : that is my best 
estimate. Based on 3 years of operation of tins program and all the 
facts available to us, it is our best estimate. 

Senator CnAxsrox. Forgive me. I didn't mean to intrude. 

benator Bellmox, My point is— it is only an estimate. 

Mr. Hekmax. Any budget is an estimate. 

benator Bkllmox. But some day you are going to know what the 
cities are actually requesting, ri^ht ? 
Mr. Hekmax. Yes, sir. I have indicated that. 

Estimate Cax Be Chaxged 

Senator Bellmox. At that point, vou will know how much you need. 
There is nothing sacred about an estimate. It is admittedly a guess and 
can eei-tainly be changed. I believe you will find the Congress veiy 
ready to support you. If you find out you need more money, come 
and ask for it. 

Mr. Hekmax. I have indicated. Senator Bellmon, to the chairman, 
we will, of course, make that available, not next week as he would 
Jikc l>ecause we won't have it. We will make that available. 

Senator Bellmox. That is what I was trj-ing to get at. I think it 
ought to be made available to us, not to the Secrearv. We don't even 
know what is happening, sometimes. 

I would like to pursue another line of questioning for just a moment. 
As I understand it, this program is funded on a fiscal year basis. Yet 
summer begmSj generally, f,he 1st of June, and the fiscal year ends 
July 1. Can you give a city assurance— as things now stand— that the 
program once begun can continue into tlie new fiscal year ? 

Mr. Hekmax. I am ^lad you brought that point up. Obviously we 
only have funds for this year. It will take a continuing resolution or 
actually the appropriation, obviously, to give us funds for tliis ]>ro- 
gram or any other program for next year. We do liave funds that we 
set aside in fiscal 1972 for June of this year. 

Senatx)r Bellmox. But, that is all ? " 

Mr. IIiCKMAX. Obviously that is all, e.xcopt such obligated carry- 
over balances as may become, available. 

Senator Bellmox. Until the Congress acts, you have no money for 
July and August? 

Mr. Hekmax. For any program except for surplus commodities 
available for donation. 

Senator Cr^vx-stox. Except for $135 mi'Mon ? 

Mr. SrnixopiELD. No, sir. The $135 million is not actually an appro- 
priation that is made available to us. It is an authority, and there is 
no question that there is authority here for a larger appropriation than 
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is currently available. But like many authorizations, the actual appro- 
priation is frequently less than the total authorization. So what we 
are talking about is a program level and to increase the program 

level requires 

Senator Cranston. Is it not true that you do not need a separate 
appropriation to utilize Section 32 funds, since that is a .standing 
appropriation? What you need is direction from the Congress? You 
have that direction fi'om the Congress in Public Law 92-32. You can 
therefore tap Section 32 and that falls within the authorization? 

Mr. SmNonELD. The Section 32 funds, the budget for 1073 calls for ' 
the utilization of about $450 million directly out'of Section 32 for a 



If there is a need for additional funding, for any of these programs, 
and if the administration chooses to increase program levels, then that 
appropriation amount out of Section 32 would have to be increa.sed. 
With the limiting language in tlie appropriation act, it is subject to an 
appropriation action tlie same as any other regular funding program. 

Senator Ciun'ston. Except wlien 'Coiigi'css expressly directs 3^ou to 
spend Section 32 money, and since Congi-ess did not expressly act to 
nullifj' its actions in Public Law 02-32, during the appropriations 
process, you have authority to spend that money. 
Mr. SpniNOFiELn. Not without appropriations action. 
Senator Chanston. I believe you have. Section 32 money, when 
Con^jress has directed you to spend it for these purposes, it does not 
requii-e further authorization. 
Mr. Springfuxd. Not a fuither authorization. 
Senator Cil\xstox. Or further appropriation. 

Mr. SrKixGFiELD. The Section 32 language 

Senator Ckanstox. That is a matter we will have to discuss further* 
Senator Bkllmox. Could you give us the language? 
Mr» SrniNOFiF.u). Section 32, there is a set of language like any other 
program. In fiscal 1972— well, I better talk 1973. Fiscal 1973 we are 
proposing to upe $4.57 million for a range of child nutrition programs 
mcluding supplemental food pmgrams funded from Section 32 and 

money for tlie summer program. Now 

Senator Bkllmox. That is the Summer Lunch Progi'am up to July 1 ? 
Mr. ITkkmav. 1073, after. 

Senator Bkllmox. You are talking about fiscal 1973? 

Mr. SrnixoFiELD, Yes, 

Senator Bkixmox. Ending July 1? 

Mr. SmiNOFrKU). Xo, beginning July 1. 

Senatoi- Bkij.mox, You do have money to continue the program after 



^rr. SrniNOFiKLn. If we ^ct the appropriation bill as proposed by the 
President, it would provide funds for fi.scal 1973, including the use of 
money from Section 32 for this program as well as a number of others. 

Sonntor Bklltmox. You are proposing to use $457 million of Section 
32 funds which would cover the $25.5 million for the Summer Lunch 
Proirrani ? 

Mr. SpnixoFiKF.]).' Tt covers a poition of it because a portion is out of 
this year's funding. It covers a portion of the summer. 

Senator Belwiox. You are sure you have money up to July 1. We 
don't have to worry about that? 
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Mr. Springfield. Yes, sir. 

Senator Bellmon. Those are available, no strings attached. ^ 

You are saying that the part coming out of the $457 million is not 
available until Congress takes further action ? 

Mr. Sprixgfield. Either a continuing resolution or passes the appro- 
priation bill itself. If there is a need tor more money and a decision 
IS made to seek n.ore money, then %ve require an increase in this $457 
million usa<2:c of Section 32 funds by appropriation action. 

Senator Bellmox. Well, it seems to me that the Congress — or some- 
one-^is asleep at the switch. We started the program ; and, if I were a 
mayor and knew I had only money for 30 days, I would be very care- 
ful to enter into it. You can't turn these programs off and on that way. 
Has the Department given any thought to recommending to Congress 
we make these funds available for a full summer? Not for just a tnird 
of a summer and then have to wait until we have appropriate action 
for the full program to be funded. 

Mr. Herman. What you are pointinfij out. Senator Bellmon, of 
course, is true of all our programs. I testified at both the House and 
the Senate seeking better than $4 billion for the programs beginning 
fiscal 1973. In the same contention, all of our programs are in the 
same relationship. 

Senator BEixaroN. But it wouldn't seem to be a problem with, say, 
the School Lunch Program because the school year falls within the 
same fiscal year. 

Mr. IIkkmax. It also includes the better than $2 billion Food Stamp 
Program, the program for the delivery of comniodifics, and all the 
other— the year-round program of day care centers, the entire list of 
our total direct programs. 

Senator Bellmon. I can't see there is quite the same comparison 
here. A summer feeding program lasts 3 months and then discontinues. 
As it goes now, we fund a third of it There is always the danger we 
won't get around to funding the balance of it until the summer is 
gone. 

, Mr. Herman. What you arc pointing out, Senator Bellmon, is that 
it does have this peculiar aspect and hopefully sometime we can con- 
sider this program which splits 2 fiscal years, that we could consider 
it separately like that it would be very helpful to us. 

Senator Bellmon. It seems now is a good time to do it. We are in 
the process of considering needs for this coming year. It seems to me 
the Department should figure a recommendation for the Congress that 
it could be funded for the full summer. 

Mr. Herman. The authorization for the program runs out in the 
summer >f 1973, and that might be the time to reconsider the legisla- 
tion on tliis and set it up in a different way. 

Senator Bellmox. Well, could von have your bill drafters prepare 
the language that could accomplish the objective of funding it for the 
full summer? 

Mr. Hekmax. We would be happy to work with your ofiice on that. 

Senator Bkllmon. One other round of questioning. Our earlier wit- 
ness. Mayor May of Rochester, gave indication that the full cost of the 
program m his city had been more than $3 Federal, $1 local. Is this 
the situation we have nationwide ? Is the Congress and the Federal 
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Government paying about three-fourlhs of the cost of this program 
generally ? 

Federal Cost Is 100 Percent in Large CrriES 

Air. Herman. Well, I would be happy to submit figures in greater 
detail, but basically in the larger cities the out-of-pocket costs is 100- 
percent Federal. Now, the way that came about is because the law con- 
templates 80-percent Federal and 20-percent local. But the way it is 
worked out is with the use of volunteers, also as you saw it on the 
screen. A crettit is given for input of volunteers into the program at a 
level that they feel is fair as per hour of work. That is frankly how the 
20 percent gets in there. 

So, in many of the larger programs, the out-of-pocket cost is en- 
tirely Federal. 

Senator Bellmon. Do you find this system satisfactory ? 

Mr. Herman. Personally, I thii k if there was a heavier input of 
local funds, you would have better programs because— well, for very 
obvious reasons. This is the way it has been set up and to desig;nate 
volunteer funds this way does seem to be a sensible way of doing it. It 
involves a lot of people in the community and. of course, that is a 
good thing. 

Senator Bellmon. Do you feel that this program can be adminis- 
tered bv volunteers, to this ext^ent ? 

Mr. iIekman. Where it is administered the best, there is a use of 
volunteers and I have used Detroit as an example where they have 
been successful in using volunteers. There are some built-in problems 
with volunteers. To rely too heavily on volunteers and not upon paid 
administrative people m the city, in other words, the person who is 
directing the program and where I saw really good programs Sena- 
tor Belhnon, are some of those I alluded to there, it was with paid 
people, with an adequate addition of volunteers. But where the real 
program direction came from, professional peop-e who knew how to 
run a program at a camp, a day site— the way I saw it in Chicago. 

Senator Bellmon. T have tried to run political campai^is with vol- 
unteers and yon get a variety of results— to say the least. The question 
is— When you are handling a ^^ram of this size and this responsi- 
bility with volunteers— whelhi. tiiey can be relied upon firmly? It 
secnis to me there ought to be a limit of profession fundii),<^. 

Mr. Hkkmak. You are so right Senator. That is the way it has to 
be. In other words, the person directing the activity of those children. 
You can use volunteers to help make the lunches ani that sort of 
thing, but directing those programs and keeping those records and 
having somebody there who is going to estimate the day before how 
many children are goin^; to be there so that they can let the caterer 
know to deliver 400 lunches and not the 600 that was delivered the day 
i)eforc because sl'e linows there aren't .going to be 600 there, it is that 
sort of thing where it takes professionally trained people. In the 
Chicago program and others that I saw that was what was goin^ on. 

Senator Cranston. Let me point out the chairman of this committee 
got pi'etty good results from volunteer workers in Wisconsin. 

Senator Bkij.mox. Tlic thing I am getting around to is this : If our 
law allows the cities' contributions to be made through the work of 
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volunteers and requires really no appropriated funds, I can see two 
things happen. 

First, 1 can see a rather lax administration in the program ; and 
second, I can see an almost insatiatable appetite on the part of the city 
for more and more Federal funding. 

Wouldn't we be wise to require a 90-10 matching program— 75-25 
or something hke that—some level of actual funding? 

Mr, Hkkman, Mr, Davis has looked at these type programs. 

Howard, would you Hke to comment on thatt ? 

Original Intent for Matching Funds 

ilr, Davis. WcjU, T tliiTik. actually in the administration of th.e pro- 
gram we have veered a little bit from the intent of Congress and the 
Liw itself for that matter. This 80-percent Federal contribution was 
supposed to be made only in cases of extreme need, I think is the lan- 
guage in the act. 

It was never contejnplated that the Federal Government pick up 80 
percent of all of these programs; and, where we did, it was contem- 
plated that there would be 20-percent solid, local input. 

In the recent June 30, 1971, legislation, however, that was changed 
somewhat and the decision was made to allow in-kind contributions^ 
the tinie of volunteer oriced out at the going wage in the community, 
and tliat sort of thing. We have felt that the programs w^ould he 
stronger in many places if there were, in fact, at least this 20-percent 
contribution, 

Now, in many programs throughout the country they are operating 
on the basis of our reimbursement rates per lunch, which is 300 for a 
lunch, and are not asking for this 80 percent of the total cost of oper- 
ating the program. They are not asking for using volunteers to offset 
the 20 percent so that there are many programs where the local input 
is much groater than 20 percent. 

But thifi is an activity that is added on to the total city programs. 
They are faced with some serious problems of financing if they want to 
have a program of this sort. 

We feel that the real probem here is in a nucleus of trained people, 
adequate planning, and running a program that accomplishes what 
the Con<rross intended rather than just the funding angle of it. 

But it was never intended that this be a lOO-percent Federal 
program. 

^ Senator Bellmox, You are saying that you feel the present match- 
ing arrangements would be satisfactory, if the administration was 
closely enough supervised. That there is no need to change that part 
of the program, that feature? 

Mr, Davis, No, sir. I think that's right. The real push here is to get 
good, well-run programs that will accomplish the results. 

Senator Bellmon, Mr. Chairman^ I have no further questions. 

Senator Cranston, Thank you very much. It was a very constructive 
period of questioning, 

T would like to pursue this just a little bit more. 

Sticking strictly to this fiscal yean for a moment, what has hap- 
pened to the $135 million? Has that been spent? Is it still available 
or what? 



Mr. Herman-. Go ahead, Jim. 

Mr. SiMiiNGFiELi). Tim Special Food Service Pi-ograii) foi* chiidieii, 
iiichidin^r year-round progi-anis in day care scttin^rs, is fuiidod for this 
liscal year* from thi-ec sources: legular appropi-iatioiis of $20,775 mil- 
lion, a special $17 million appropiiution, aud then there was the use 
of some $11 milliou of Section 32 money for summer feeuinff. 

The total program level is $49 million, and that's what we pro- 
gramed against for this current fiscal year. We have $6 million pro- 
gramed for June 1972 out of the $49 milliou available for this fiscal 
year — the first month of the summer. 

Senator Cranston. Would you relate that to the $135 million ? 

Mr. Sprtxgfikld. Well, we used $11,225 million of Section 32 funds 
for the current fiscal year as specified in the appropriation act of 
August 10, 1972. 

Senator Cranston. Well, what has happened to the $135 million? 

Mr. Springfield. The $135 million is basically an authorization, and 
as I tried to explain unsuccessfully a minute ago, to appropriate against 
that requires appropriation action. We in essence have appropriated 
against that in the 1972 appropriation bilK $11 million of Section 32 
funds. 

iSeiuitor Cranston. We really have a diffei ence of opinion* over your 
anility to use fund*? from Section 32 as directed, and whether oi- not 
you were willing to request funds from the supplemental appropria- 
tion to pay back Section 32 — again 'is directed. ^ 

Now, ill accordance with Joint l\(^?olution 157 

Mr. SpniNoriEiJ). The issue seems to me to be the appropriate pro- 
gram levd. Wo obviously have concluded that the program level which 
IS contemplated for this cui'i'eiit iiscal year i? ade(juate. 

I assume others coui claim it is not adequate. Basically, that^s the 
issue, it seems to me. 

Seiuitoi- Cranston. The issue is that Congress feels that money is 
available to you now without your having to wait for it, aud for f u rther 
appropriation action. You apparently feel it is not. 

Mr. SruiNGFiELD. Til a t is correct. 

Senator Ckanston. AVe luiv(» just come to an impasse on tliat point. 
But looking at what happened this year, $G-10 million was transiei'red 
out of Section ^52 for the food pi-ograms. 

Why is only $475 contemplated for that purpose in this fiscal year, 
1073, when there is ^enei'ally more money flowing into that fund? 

Mr. SrRiNGFiKU). 1 here are two or three questions there. 

To begin with, the last one first, it is true there is more money goin^ 
into Section 32. When you look at this you have to look ac what is 
going into it, plus what was carried over from the previous year. 
When you do that for the 2 years, you find that the total amount in 
1072 and 1073 isappi oxiniately the same. Now, the 

Senator Cranston. That is precisely the issue of the payback nsoney 
under the joint lesolution. If you do that, if you recmest moiu^y in 
the supplemental appropriation — as you were (lirected to — ^you have 
mon^ iHOiuiy in the piogram. Do you btate that that jnoucy is not 
available for payback? 
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Mr. Spuixgfield. Not available for payback, buc it requires appro- 
'^'li'V oo ^^ol^'i^^^y- payback provision in the Joint Resolution 
ir.u J^153) in our opinion is only to see use of Section 32 funds in 
school programs. 

Senator Craxstox. Well, Congress instructed vou to request, in the 
secoiKl supplementa appropriation, money to pay back Section 32 
tunds that were used for that purpose. You failed to do that, correct? 

Prkstdekt's Budget Did Not Ixclttde Payback 

Mr. Sprixofield. The President's budget does not include that. 

Senator CRi\xsTox. Did you make any effort to get that payback « 

Mr. bpmxGFiEU). All I can say again is that the President's bud^t 
didn t make the request. ^ 

Senator CRiUNSTox. Just one other line of questioning, and I think it 
will be quite brief: Is it true that last year the program was an 8-week 
profl:i ani, but this year it wOl be a 12- week program ? 

Mr, Hekmax, That is true in some communities, but in manv com- 
munities it was a 12-week program. 

Senator Crax.stox. Can wc s;ty that most programs last year were 
of 8 works' duration, and that this year most will last 12 weeks? 

Mr, Hekmax. Mr. Dickey ? 

Programs Average 10 Weeks 

Mr. DicKET. Mr. Chairman. I would say a 10-weck program, 8- to 
10-week program, last year was more the rule. Now, there are several 
reasons for that. 

Som« have been alluded to here, and I don't think that a 12-week 
program this year is a predominant pattern. It does occur m some 
areas. I also see trenJs of the 8-woek and the 10-wcek a^rain. 

bonator Craxstox. If it was generallv 8 weeks last venr and we are 
seeking to move toward 12 weeks this year, that would require a 
.>U-:,o-|)erooiil mcronso to stay whor(^ wc wore last vear in terms of the 
amount of food to be made available, and the number of children to 
he (•o> orod. What yon have' asked for is a 2o-pcr<:ent increase. There 
is a quoFtion thoro of whetlier that is adequate to keep pace. 

Sfcond. I nnderstand ther(; are going to h(: larger programs in some 
bfates and communities this year, and thcv will eiKleavor to serve more 
children? 

Mr. ITekmax. That is correct. 

Senator Ckaxsh^x. That would require more monfv if the same 
amount of food is (o be made availa])le to each child. Some programs 
started small and will be expanded this yoar. is that right ?^ 

Mr. Hekaiax. Some, as I indicated earlier, are going to hold last 
year's levc^l. 

Senator Cuanstox. Some will be expanded— this vear they »vill 
open with the number of children being .served at the end of tlie pro- 
gram last year? 

Mr. Hkioiax. Last year's total funding? 

Air. Davis. I think', Ur. Chairman, tliat undoubtedly there will bo 
more meals served to more children over a longer period of time this 
summer than there was last siimmor. There are a number of programs 
that would have liked to have run for 8 weeks that ran for 6 weeks. 
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Our best, judjrment is that, except in exceptional cases, the local com- 
munities would not plan for as long as a 12-\veek program. I think 
a 10-\veek program would be more the rule. 

Now, it is true that many programs that ran for 7 or 8 weeks last 
summer might well run for 10 weeks this summer. This is part of our 
estimate for a 25-percent increase in expenditure for this year over 
hist year. 

^Senator Cranstox. But there is a third element involved. Senator 
Kennedy, wlio could not be hoi e this morning, asked that we ask one 
question for him. That is: "Whether or not, in your estimate, fiuids 
will be available for expanding summer feedingV^'^g^'^^n^s to include 
cities that did nor operate a program last Vean'such as Boston?" 

Mr. Hekmax. That is covered in priority No. 2, in priorities we 
have set up. 

$25.5 Million to Provide Full CovK,iAOE 

Scnutor Cranstox. I find it hard to understand how, with the $25.5 
million you have budgeted you will be able to cover programs which 
run longer, serve more children nnd include new cities that were not 
covered last year. 

I find it hard to see how the $25.5 million, even if it represents a 
25-pcrcent increase over the last year, is going to enable you to keep 
pace. 

Mr. Davis. Well, all of the programs are not goinir to inert^aw, over 
last summer. Many of the communities found that they over extended 
themselves last summer in the number of sites and the kind of sites 
they had. 

We have some indication that some communities are going to have a 
smaller, more manageable program this year than they had last year, 
and all of the programs didn't run for only 6 or 7 wedks. 

There were many, many programs^ around the country, where they 
had sufficient funds to fund the program they wanted, to start it wlien 
they wanted, and carry it as long as they wanted. 

So this isn't a universal sort of thing. There is a balancing element. 

Mr. Hekmak. We have done— I thmk, Mr. Chairman, we tried to 
take tho^ factors into consideration in setting this budget. Again, we 
are working very closely with the States now, and we will have a better 
idea of the program level when we get tiiese reports— we'll have a 
better idcii of wliat the States feel they need after may 1, 

Senator Ckaxs-jox. You will have yom- figure bv May 1 ? 

Mr, Herman. Early in May^ I should say^ as I ^id earlier. 

Senator Crakstok. Programs start when, June 12? 

Mr. Hemiak. That varies. 

Mr, Dickey. It varies. 

Mr. Hekmax. Some start when school ends and stop early. Some 
start a little lat^r and go nearer the end of the summer. 
Mr. Davis. The bulk probably start around the middle of Jime. 

Problems of Timing 

Senator Ckaxstox. You have two difficult time problems. One* is 
this problem of giving adequate notice of the nvuilnbility of fluids. 



Apparently much of the confusion that occurred lust year resulted 
from your failure to give the cities enough notice to allow for r-oper 
planning. 

.Secondly, Congress has the problem of not being advised in time to 
increase appropriations for the progmni. We seeni to l>c confronting 
some of these same problems agaim We are going to try to resolve 
after this hearing whether or not you do Inrvc authority to spend 
Section 32 funds without appropriation action. AVc dillcr on that. 

Tlu» Agricultural Appropriations Subcommittee cojnpletcs its liear- 
nig next week. That is ne.xt Friday. You won't have your survey 
resnIt^ until the following Monday. You want to analyze it by early 
May. How we come to grips with the appropriations on that schedule, 
Idon t know. 

I simjply urge you do all you can to analyze the material becoming 
available to you on the ITth, as rapidly as possible, and to advise us 
immediately so that an eifort can be made to hicreasc the aiMjropria- 
tions. * * 

In shoit we have two problems. One is estimating the number of 
cliildren wJio will be parlicipating. The other is our ability to appro- 
pi iah« eiKmgh money to meet that need. We need to balance those two 
I>oints at the earliest possible moment* 

a^'-^V^ ^^^'^ hapi}}' to cooperate with the committee. 

.Ur. JJavis. Ihis IS the reason we set the deadline date for the appli- 
cations origmally April 1. I Ihiiik the local people were quite right 
m saying that they ju.st couldn't meet that deadline if thev were coing 
todo the iJroper planning 

Senator Ciuxston. When were the final recommendations published? 

Mr. Davis. They were pnbl islicd ^farch 25. 

Senator CRAXs-rox. March 25— then thev had 7 days. 

Mr. Davis. Xo, sir. They had their handlKKiks early in Februan- 
whicn gave all the rules of the game. The final regulations— the changes 
that really affected the program planning— were rather minor* 

Senator Craxstox, We are goinir to hear from Boston and other 
cities now as to how they have seen the timetable that we are operating 
on. T^^almost asdifficultas Amtrak. 

Thank you very much for Inking with us. T hope we haven't upset 
your sHieduIe. 

^fr. Hkkmax'. Thank you very much. 

Senator Craxstox. For the next panel, sin'^e wo are pressed for time, 
ploas(» let ]\rr. Xugent proceed first if that is .satisfactorv. 
Please identify youi-selves. 

STATEMENT OF WIILIAM M. NUGENT, ASSISTANT TO THE MAYOR 

OF DETROIT, MICH. 

Mr. XuGKNT. I am prepanKl to start. 

T am liill Nugent a.ssistant to flavor Roman S. Grihbs of Detroit 
lie was unable to conie this year and reirrets his inahilil v to he here. 

Our concern, as city oflirialp, is to reach all the people who need 
food — to win notificalion of fimdinir levels and the provision of funds 
enrb- enoufrh Jo pirnare* and to nui the T>rogram efficiently, so each 
child might receive his due, and so the i)ul)lic, the administration, and 



the Congress will see the money well spent and continue to support this 

^^To^r^h all the children mav require some additional congressional 
action. As has been- brought out this morning, the law requires that 
participants in this program participate in day care, day campmg, 
recreation, and settlement-house activities. 

While this is useful to us in increasing voluntary stalhng of recrea- 
tion pro^rrams for poor vouth. it leaves us no adequate response to the 
mother of a poor child who asks why her youngsters must ^o without 
food because recreation, day care, and settlement-house activities are 
unavailable. ^ - 

MeI^TTS SrllSIT OF the ImWX 

This may 1)C one of the problems regarding the New York situt^ion, 
Mr. Rorex of the USDA indicated to me, last year, that ^ew York 
Citv hud siiiiplv opened feeding stations. I feel, however, they were 
providing food'to poor youngstere in the spirit of the law— meeting 

Conirrcss' intent. , ti-ij^i; i- 

Oi'ir effort to reach all children in need is closely Imked to funding 
levels. We fed 2T.O0O in 1970. This year we hope to reach 81,000. 

We have 125,000 votmgsters in the city of Detroit who will meet these 
guidelines and need the food. , 

The Department of Agriculture cast doubt on the Ijeague of (cities 
Conference of Muvors' surveys. They said the cities asked $33.5 mil- 
lion for this program last vear but" spent only S20 million, thei^by 
bc»lyin<r the need for the program. The USDA says this means the 
citiW liecds were not as liigli a.s claimed. 

ifou are aware 
Assistant Secretan 

lion was needed. j ^.^o m 

Two weeks lat^r. the cities conducted a survey and found >53.5 mil- 
lion was needed. It wasn't until July 8 that Mr, Sliulty, wrote Senator 
Clifford Case that the President wanted all these programs funded. 
Tliat is July 8. ^\*c were already a month through the summer. 

As a res»'.lt, there jiisjt wnsn*t time. Obvioush', a month of the pro- 
gram time had alivady gone by. That would tike care of at least a 
third of tlie Sv^3.5 million required. 

Tlic only reas(m we, in Detroit, managed to reach 56.000 youngsters 
last year was l)ccause of our hope Cougivss would correct the USDA s 
mismanagement of the program — the Detroit Common Council ad- 
vanced $100,000. 

We stfiTtvA with 4,800 daily, and increased that modestly over the 
first 2 weeks. When the USDA notified us we would receive tho full 
$1.3 million i-enuested, we expanded to the full 56.<100. 

Afeanwhile, Kansas City dosed its program after 10 days when the 
USDA told tliem they would njceive only $23,000— an amount the city 
had already spent. 

I am not being critical of Kansas City, Tlieir wariness was justified. 

Then when t^^' USDA notified Kansas City, 2 weeks laten the full 
$270,000 would Jx* available, if was too late for the rity to restore its 
full program. It was too late for Kansas City to rehire its workers, to 
reinstate its contracts, and to reestablish contacts with thousands of 
disillusioned poor children who had been promised a meal. 



not as Jiign a.sciaiiiieu. 

J of the problems ot runding. In early June lOa, 
rv of Agriculture, Mr. Lvng, indicated only $7 mil- 
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Detroit s experience was the exception, Kansas City's the most 
common. 

The cities' summer 1971 expenditure of $20 million should be seen 
as an extraordinary recovery from the USDA's mismanagement of 
the program — not a misjudgment of their own needs. 

The $52.5 million requested this year should not be seen a.s a sharp 
increase over last summer. Last summers survey was hastily done and 
may hri ve overlooked some of the need. 

I think this yeors survey accurately staters the need aeross the coun- 
try-. I await your future questions on some of these points. 

Look fob Puogkam'S Xkkd Not Abuses 

In summarizing let me say — ^Mr. Hekman and his colleagues spent 
a great deal of time looking at abuses of the program. USDA officials 
voiced concern that suburban mothers are going mto the innercity and 
picking up lunches and taking them out of the' innercity. 

T have no first-hand knowledge and cannot disprove* such charges. 
I suggest you view them in perspective and with skepticism. 

Any program of this size is bound to have abuses. Abuses are few 
and far between. It is hard for nu» to believe that many nonpoor would 
travel very far to get a bologna sandwich, an apple, and a container of 
milk. 

I have read Mr. Hekman*s testimony and, while recognizing the 
difficulties inherent in the administration of this program. I must say 
that the TTSDA seems to be far better in finding abuses than it is in 
accurately ascertaining the need. 

^ I can't refute his charges, but T hope 3'Ou will keep them in perspec- 
tive. The Suuuner Lunch Program .;erved more than a million .young- 
sters a day last summer. Those cases in which youngsters carried off 
extra lunches are an indication of the dire need. Tliose lunches, while 
nutritious, are not gourmet delights to be the object of man}* raids. 

Mayor iSribbs would like to commend the Vice President in his 
role this summer. The mayors met with the Vice President and voiced 
their concerns for this pr.ogram. Since tliat time, the USDA has been 
more cooperative — though not acknowledging the extent of the need. 

If I may. I would like to comment on stjvoral points raised earlier. 
I would have .suggested to the USDA that, rather than pull back 
from its April 1 deadline for the submission of this years applica- 
tions, the cities he asked to apply as of that date with the be^t estimate 
of need available. This would have given the Congress and the tjSDA 
a more timely and relatively accurate picture of the problem. The cities 
would then have been permitted to perfect their applications at some 
time subsequent to the April 1 deadline. 

With regard to the local contribution of volunteer time, nowhei'e 
do volunteers comprise 100 percent of the local contribution. We have 
very adequately qualified professionals who work closely with volun- 
teers throughout the community, organizing them to provide this 
service. 

This is not something just left to people who may work and may not 
work as they arc able or see fit. They are organized by capable i>ro- 
fessionals. Detroit's local contribution of $280,000 included the time 
of professionals as well as unskilled volunteers. 
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If we were required to come up with a cash contribution of that sort, 
our program would be decimatea, literally. Not decimated, but reduced 
by 90 percent. Tlie city ju.st laid off 1,507 people 6 weeks ago because 
it doesn't have money. We cannot come up with $280,000 or $300,000, 
so needed to match Federal funds to feea our poor children. 

Detroit and other cities are concerned that the food go to the most 
needy— to provide them the food and to forestall criticism that may 
cut that food off in the future. 

We are anxious to give the best program possible and hope we will 
have the resources. 

PREPARED STATEMENT OP WILLIAM M. NUGENT 

Mr. Cbairman, gentlemen of the committee, I am WUliam M. Nugent, an 
assistant to the Mayor of Detroit^ Roman S. Gribbs. The mayor testified before 
tbis committee on this same subject last year; be regrets bis inabiUty to be with 
you today. He is completing review of the city*s liscal year 1073 budget. 

Nevertheless, Mayor Gribbs insisted that the city's concern for the future of 
the Special Food Service Program — and particularly its summer component — be 
presented to you. I have been involved in the development of the program in 
Detroit and have had significant contact with the operators of similar programs 
elsewhere in the country. 

I have been asked if Detroit and cities in general **Hke" the program. There 
is no question of "liking" it ; it is essential to the healthy growth and develop- 
ment of millions of poor children. 

Each day throughout the year the Si)ecial Food Service Program provides tens 
of thousands of pre-schoolers their only nutritionally adequate meal. During tJie 
5;ujumer this same program gires at least one adequate meal a day to more than 
two million poor school-children whose food needs are met during the balance 
of tlio .voiir by the School Lunch Program. In effect, the Special Food Service 
Pnignim tidc.<? these students over from tlie close of school in June unlil the 
reopening (»f school in the fall. Whether the cities like the program or not is? not 
the issue ; their poor children must have the food it provides. 

Our concerns as city officials are to : 

1. Reach all the children who need this food; 

2. Obtain enough money to provide each poor youngster at least one nu- 
tritionally adequate meal each dny; 

3. Win notification of funding levels and the provision of funds early 
enough to properly prepare the program, and 

4. Run the program efficiently so that each child might receive his due, and 
so that the public, the Administration, and the Congress will see the money 
well spent and continue to support the program. 

To roaoli all the children will require an even more extensive search by city 
olficials to find those who are poor and ill-fed. But it will also take some Congres- 
sional action. 

As the law now reads. Special Food Service Program participants mu.st be 
enrolled in recreation, day-care, day-camping, or st»ttlement-hou<5C activities. 
While this requirement has been useful to Detroit officials in increasing volun- 
tary .««talfinp of recreation programs for poor youth, it leaves us no adequate 
response to the mother of a poor child who a.sks why her youngster must go 
without food beniusc recreation, day-care, day-camping, and settlemont-hou«e 
activities arc unavailable in her area. While this requirement was well intended 
and it is our goal to provide such services, the law unnecessarily restricts our 
effort to roach all children in need. 

Our effort to reach all children in need also is closely linked to funding levels 
and allocations. Our exemplary progratn finally fed 25.000 poor, younc Petr'>iters 
each day in sunmicr IflTO and m^arly 50,000 each day last .<amimer. This year we 
hope to reach 81,000 youngsters daily. 

But even thi«: massive program will not provide for all of Detroit's poor youth. 
The census tells us that there are more than 125.000 young Detroiters who«e 
fauiily income would qualify them for this Program. 

Last summer our program cost $1,071,000: to reach 81,000 youngster^ this sum- 
mer will require .$2,667,000. Our request for $2.7 million is part of a nationwide 

70-300— 72-pt. 3A 1 



4r)S 

SMlav"o'?7tfho-V^^ National Leagfe of Cities and United States Conference 
^25 mnunn ci „fi,f " ''^^''^ experience Is similar to ours, that 

naunna'l n,'^«K T." "eDartment of Agriculture will dispute this estimate of 

mi W n I^sT !;.„^npr'' T"'^ t''* «>»«1 S33.5 

iiiillion. """""^^ ""I "•♦'W provided S29.5 million, they used only S25.5 

R-iHli^r?/''fl,!i;i?i'r estimates of their nec.ls. 
nV!lJ^ V" f "1" ? ^'""^ isnorance of the natiomil need on the part of the 
lih^^rd'^f 'Vr^^ "'' ^^^-'P'*' Asslstan? AgricXre Tc! 

su ; nier ^ii^ i'^i/-"''' «" '""lion would be adequate for last 

"V.^^^JltZ^S' ""^'"^ '^'^"'^ 

Two tvpeks later, with the Nation's mayors assembled In Philadelphia for their 

enT-I i::^ v^'."^,^'^?"'/",'" '^"les that there woulf^it be 

^? i^. l"*^- .** f>n'\tbeir prngrjims. Suddenly aware of the total iiiadequacv 
.f,^-"."".f* ^ reporting system, the mayors hastily conductedXir ow2 su^^ 
vey. which showed the national need to be $33.5 million. 

„„H fhn °' '•'•^ Committee, other concerned Members of Consress. 

On Tniv «"nm Administration was made aware of the trurneed 

Sir Clffford^se ttat""^"'"" ^"""^^ 

shoiiM \^^"»!,?ft''«P«'sM"'t*s very strong feeling that needy children 
np,farf,inf ^"aL"''??""''',.""'' nutritious meals, we agree with the 
Department of Agriculture that the applications from the various cities 
and states should be accepted and approved . . . 
As a result $29 5 million was made available and $25.5 million was snent 
I repeat this only be«inse Agriculture Is tying each ^Hy's^mmer lDTl^?^^^^ 
Hon to ,ts summer 1971 ejcpendlture. Agriculture's published funding priorities 

1. Previously operating programs at their summer 1971 level ; 
^. >ew programs, and 

3. Increa.ses In previously operating programs. 
Thf '"nf^^""'"*'"'^ performance Is a poor guide i . this summer's need, 
fho «L . managed to reach 56,000 youngsters dally by 

^Sftu?e^s1nPn °?fl n"'. ^"P*^ Congress wo i?ldcorre7t Agri. 

^mmaln Ftn.T;u^^%,?f^^''^^ Common Council authorized the borrowing of 
?100,000 to start the City's program. We started with 4.800 vouncstera dallv 
increased that modestly over the first two weeks, and then-wKgr7culCe 

?h"?un rj,^' """"'^ '»»»-^" reauesreSt^Xded to 

if™"'^i?n,*' i""?n P"^' *^° ' ^^^''^ ^'""ted a $270,000 program, closed 
iooSf^^'^"'" ^"y^ wJien Agriculture told Jt that it would recSve mSv 

$23,000. an amount Kansas City had already spent I tm n^beinK St^cnl 
Kansas City officials; their wariness was justified ^ 
«t»fn«.ft'''''^°if^'''""".^*.?°""**' <2'ty two weeks later that the full 

ftfi^ •f?!'^""'^,*** available. It was Just too late for that Sty to restore the 

SweresLttS ^ ^ ^^""^ expectations of at least one meal 

Detroit's performance was the exception; Kansas City's was by far the mow 

^T„'',° „?"'V'''*'J^"'^' """"^ exbendlt,.re of $l5 5 mlluJn Should be 
i^'^'f**"*""?'/ "covery from Agriculture's mlsmaZgcment of the 
program anO not as a mlsjudgment of their omi needs. """"'"""bcmeni or tne 

The cities' request for $52.5 million for this summer should not be seen ao n 
sharp increase In need over last summer. Last year's survey was do1?P vrrv 
quickly and no doubt overlooked j,jme of the needfthe sumfof this summpr's 
ricrrt"a1esX„^e^^'"''' P™'^*"^ accurMl^nXg"? 

the ..nmmcr-only 4.$00 at the .start. The foil 50,0% wTeSoct to be fed ^ 
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the start of this .summer's program, but funding at last year's level would en- 
able us to reach only 32,500 daily throughout this summer. 

In effect, given the short time in which cities had to spend their money last 
summer, an eiiual amount of money sijent over tlie entire summer of 1972 would 
represent a significant cut In program level. For cities which eliminated or 
.sharply curtailed their summer 71 program, there is no base for summer '72 
funding. 

The picture for summer '72 Is further complicated by the possible early closing 
of school systems. Detroit, w'hich i.*? planning to feed youngsters for 55 days, 
may find its schools' summer vacation suddenly lengthened by 30 to 35 daVs. 
The City .schools are facing a $.10 million deficit, and, if the State legishitiire 
dots not provide relief, may be forced to close its doors a month or five weeks 
sooner than planned. 

And, Detroit i.s trjing to expand its program to serve 81,000 youth this sum- 
mer. We fear for our chances to reach last year's level much less the 81,000 we 
want to serve this summer. 

Agriculture has indicated it will make $23 million available this summer. 
With the States of California, Illinois, and Massachusetts asking nearly .$11 
million, it is hard to i^ee how we (um receive $2.7 million, much less how cities 
with a low 1971 expenditure may be accommodated. Xou simply must mnke 
available $52.5 million. 

You should also take a look at die formula method of distribution. The pattern 
of requests does not necessarily reflect the formula according to which Special 
Food Service Program funds are distributed. 

Thus, while you may make available $.*>2.5 million, nee " will go unmet be- 
cause the formula will require that a portion of the $52.5 million gf» to areas 
which are unable to use it. (You can avoid this by eliminating the forumla or 
appropriating .so much that, when the formula is applied, the areas of gre:itest 
need will be satisfied, and allocations in excess of need will remain in the 
Federal Treasury. But certainly you know best how to avoid such problems; I 
only urge your attention to the problem.) 

Gentlemen, one final word ahout abuses of tlie program. Agriculture oincials 
have voiced great concern that this program is being widely abused, that i''»od 
is going to non-poor youth, that suburban mothers are driving into the inner- 
city to pickup lunches to take back to the suburbs. 

While I have no first-hand knowledge of and cannot disprove such charges, 
I suggest you view them with a healthy skepticism. 

Any program of this size is bound to have some abuse.s. In Detroit, for ex- 
ample, an opening day la.st ye;ir, a volunteer worker, finding too few youngsters 
at her site, gave left-over s^indwiches to adults. A violation? Sure. But I applaud 
this woman's avoiding tho wasting of good food. On the second and succeeding 
djiys the full complement of youth showed up, and there were no lef trovers. 

But such "abuses" arc few and far between. It is hard for me to believe that 
any significant number of non-poor youth or mothers would travel very far to 
get a balogna sandwich, an apple, and a con(ainer of milk. 

We and other cities are concerned that the food go to the most needy— both 
to provide them food and to forestall criticism which might cut off that /ood in 
the future. We are anxious to conduct the best programs possible, and hope that 
you will give us the resources to do tliat job. 

Senator Cranston, Thank you very much. 
I would like to proceed with each of you. 

STATEMENT OE ARNOLD ROBLES, PROGRAM ADMINISTRATOR, 
ECONOMIC YOUTH OPPORTUNITY AGENCY, CITY OP LOS ANGELES 

Mr, EoBLES. Mr. Chairmun, the booklet was completed in February 
and is being distributed. 

Senator Cranston, Which booklet are you referring to ? 

Air. RoBLKS, The booklet from USD A, the sponsored booklet telling 
vou what to do and telling you how to organize and this kind of thing, 
i was one of the individuals that complained of the April 1 deadline 
and I am sure many others, as indicated 
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Mr"t;.^Sir" ^'^^^ booklet? 

in IXt'r^:'^'''™''- ^'^'^ ^^^^ available 

Mr. RoBLES. Yes. I had heard that same rumor earlier in Af«rpJ, 

LSS? fo,.'?? 'L't Pepartment of Education State of cJliK 

St&Mvfe^''* -"^ ^'''•^ '^"^ ^^'"^ at that 2 

tuner. i< maily 1 did receive my copy. 

On page 3,* under section 2, it tells yon how to eo about de-elonin-r 
a program In it, it tells you to evaluati the areas of need I woi! d Ti£f 

Sel^ro renr^ V^V P^'^^"''^^ is taken S 

AnVeKntJ .'"^ ^'''^ °" population, 0 to 21, in Los 

The dark brown areas indicate that there are 3.000 or more liviiwr 
Lm i*SoTi5rVT;i?^\°-?"f ^^"^ 2 to 2 099. The y Hoi 
f/vbgrUsVngel^^^^^^ ^'^^^ This is all 

aptMiri":?^^^^^^^^^^^ 

cobr'k is20r9oV^ households. As you inovfto tKel'^fighU? 
rei?daU'is'?e£tKrprenJ."' ^'"^ ^he 

DeiDlP^H5f*Ti?'f 'll^P^^"? '^^^ ^" "Sht' this is where the poor 
people hyc. Let s start developing programs as called for in t^eir 
next section which said alert the local people to the availabilitv of 
ffir'^'^^^'V"^'"^^^ g^°"P^' «^«""«s communit^g oup Tocal 

meals ^^^^ ^"^ ^^'^ received up to this point requests for 175,000 
7 would like to read to you just one of them. 

In regards to your letter concerning the new summer food nrocram of '72 
Onental Service Center would be more than willing to participate inSibf.tl nil 
the lunches to underprivileged children. We would likVto parddpat^^^^^ 
n the summer food program of 1671 so well m the AslarcomSfy ^l? ITr 

a^^U'JfS^^pS^^^^^^^ "3 toUfh 

wi'/i'c^ 'tu" m""'?'!' ""^ I «™ sure all the communities 

will SCO this k.nd of nicroasc. All we arc looking for is to be funded 

inniSn T^''''''^ ^"^^ y'^'- »«i"ested 

million. Due to its lateness, of course, we had to produce a iniich 

'^r-Kori-S°'-'^^f level this y!^.^nSr 

loi. \ « , 0,000 which is a long way from the $6.5 millioii. 

liu' qucslion that we ask, even with 175,000 people involved we 

'''' ° 

•Set' AppfiMlix 1, ji. nrsi. 
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Should we not, then, have some kind of indication from the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture early in the year in order to say only take some 
applications, only do certain things? But instead it is indicated that 
it was open, go ahead and do it, encourage, and then they come along 
and say this is all you can get. 

Senator Craxston. Does that complete your oj ning statement? 

Mr. BoBLES. Yes. 

Senator Cranstok. Thank you very much. It is ve interesting. 

STATEMENT OF STEVEN P. COHEN, KEPEESEHTING MAYOE 
KEVIN H. WHITE OF BOSTON, MASS, 

Mr. CoHEX. My name is Steve P. CoheiL 

I am a member of the staff of Mayor Kevin H. White of Boston. 

Boston has not had a Summer Lunch Program before. Last year's 
experience shows why that has been the case. We had several con- 
versations with the State education department in which they told 
us it didn't look like there would be funds available. As a result, none 
of the agencies with which we were talking about summer program 
planning applied — for the summer feeding program. 

At the very end of June and into July, moneys were released but 
by then it was too late because we were told all the money Massachu- 
setts was going to get had been distributed to cities and towns that 
had their applications in earlier. 

This year we have been attempting to follow t .e guidelines 

Senator CnAXSTOX. You were told you were too late to cret in last 
year? ^ 

Mr. CoHEK. Yes. 

Senator Chanstok. When did you get your application in last year? 
Mr. CoHEX. We did not apply. We were told it did not make sense 
to do so. 

Senator Chaxstox. When were you told that ? 

Mr. CoiiEX. At first we were told that, I would say in April or 
Mav. and so it ^\;is just a conversational piece of information. Then 
m June, summer program planning was going on. At the very end of 
June the money was made available. All of a sudden, though, we were 
told it wasn't going to be available in Boston. We were going to start 
applying but then were told not to because it didn't make sense be- 
cause all the money was previously committed. 

This year we are gathering information about agencies that do want 
to run the program in Massachusetts. So far we have more than 40 
sponsors in the city of Boston with close to 100 sites and, although 
there are probably 54,000 young people eligible because of income 
standards, we have only been able to identify 13,000 so far we would 
like to feed every day. 

Even if we only feed the 13,000 a day and the program is run an 
average of 9 weeks, we are talking about an expenditure of roughly 
§300,000 Federal under the sumDier feeding subsidy program. 

Our problem is that the entire Commonwealth of Massachusetts has 
an allocation of $lo;,000 and, under the present priority system, none 
of this money is available to Boston— because Boston had no program 
last year. 
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\Ve are thus in the unpleasant bind as a city of sug^estiuff to private 
and public agencies that they make application for a pro-ram even 
thougli the program ue arc selling mav not be funded and the appli- 
cation process may be all wasted eiiort. * 

\yiiat frustrates us particularly about these famous liandbooks, 
Mhich arc excellent, is that the handbooks only berime available in 
f/f ''^t- March, with just 50 copies made available for 
the entire State W.th o^■e^ 40 sponsors in the city of Boston alone- 
and ut least that many outside the city-there is really no way we 
can use the mformation presenU^d in these pamphlets to develop pro- 
grams. It is a very frustrating position to be in. 

\U believe that agencies in the city of Boston will not have a chance 
nu,?Kr P^^S™V ""^ ™er unless the funding level reaches a 
mucii more reasonable amount than apparently is prcleiitly appropri- 
ated. We would like to see if thenj is any help available ^ ^ * * 

I will stop my formal testimony at that point. 

Pivi eARED STATEMENT OF STEVEN P. COHEX 

menHtlnn !IV^^^^^'^'!''^ ^""^ "^t been any large-scale imple- 

^2m ^?so.Li^^^^^^ programs in Boston. Over 54,000 

youMi, pensons in tU City can be classified as members of low income famliies and 
thus potentially eligible for subsidized feeding progrTms. If organ^d eS^uca^^^ 
?he nvpf^f^^^j::?' P'''^'""^' ^^^^ all of these e igible^yoS^^ 

S^^cras ^Tfi1So(S'T^^ the various agencies involv^ could spend ai 

Tn lo-f * Federal money to provide daily feeding progKims. 

Hn!.in^ <n;n,!fJ®S^ private agencies in Boston contemplated intro- 

thi^^ I^^rlnL f thnf"^'"^' programs for poor youngsters. During the latter part of 
riiL>iL n/f2 c . . "^'^ .'2^^® undcrstnnd in conversations with em- 

of Jhrninrlnonf fTl V*^^ D^'Pattment of Education) and the local offic<^ 
of the Dtyartjnent of Agriculture, (hat there was real doubt that funds would 
be avallab e for prorgams in Boston. As a result, summer program plann ng 
by he various agencies involved did not focus on providing feeding to 
patnig youngsters. At the very end of June 1071, the AVhite House re^n^r^^^^^^^ 
Of the funds y\c had been told would be available, and it looked as if summer 

cntu^fLS^^^^ ''"^•'^ ^'^^^^ programs that already had appli- 

cations on file at the State's Department of Education. 

« J!l i^^^' V^^^' ^® ^^^^ summer feeding money for .several pro- 

grams in Boston even though several obstacles could prevent our being funded: 
The State has been fold it will he funded onlv at the 1971 level 
Programs that were funded in 1971 have first prioritv on nionev for this 
summer— and then, only tip to the 1971 level of funding. 

Although the original due date for applications was April 1, 1972, agen- 
cies planning to apply in Mnfssachusotts were not able to get copies of the 
application forms until the last week of March. 

Some excellent handbooks prepared by the Department of Agriculture that 
explain summer feeding program operation and the duties of sponsoring 
agencies are not yet in adequate supply for distribtuion to agencies that 
are contemplating applying. 

Even though the application due date has been changed to April 17th. we 
are still having diflSculty elicting applications from many agencies that 
wonder why they are being asked to go through the applicfltion procedure for 
a program that is clearly underfunded. If the funds are not increased to make 
It po(;.<;}h]e for cities like Boston to get summer fo'^ding programs, it will 
mean the offer of Rummer feeding money is jusf "nofher replav of the 
tmkept prom!.«;ps routine thnt mnk(»s low income pci,|»ie and agencies? that 
serve them distrustful of every level of government 
With the cooperation of the Ma.ssnohu. setts Department of Education, the Citv 
of Boston has been canvassing public and private youth agencies throughout the 
City to determine what programs will operate this summer that could he uj^ert 
to provide summer feeding to eligible youngsters. Cooperating agencies include 
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the City's Youth Activities Commission, Parks and Recreation D-^partmeut, and 
Model Cities Program as well as Action for Boston Community Development 
(the City's anti-poverty agency), and United Community Se;-vices (the con- 
sortium of agencies supported by Boston's United Fund). 

In all, nearly 40 difTerent sponsoring agencies plan to submit applications for 
funds for the feedinfr program for this summer. These agencies contemplate pro- 
viding food this summer to at least 13,100 eligible children per day. Other agen- 
cies and other programs may also make application. 

If all of thescvprograms can be funded and implemented for this summer these 
agencies could spend in the area of $240,000 (assuming a daily outlay of $.50 
per child). 

Clearly, a program of this scale only does part of the job, reaching as it does 
just more than one-fifth of the eligible children in Boston. The tragedy is that 
given present funding levels and the current restrictions on spending priorities 
the program outlined above for the City of Boston calls for merely double the 
ainount of federal subsidies now available to the entire Commonwealth o£ 
Massachusetts. 

Inasmuch as the current allocation for ^lassachusetts is not even available to 
Boston because we had no program last year, quite clearly without speedy action 
at the federal level there will be no food available for Boston's youngsters this 
summer. 

Senator Craxstox. I thank each of you for your helpful statements 
and whatever written statements you have prepared. We will accept 
them for the record. 

I would like to direct three brief questions to each and all of you. 
If you wouM like to expand in writing, we would be happy to get it 
in more detail. 

V\rsL do you feel these programs can be administered? 

Mr. RouLKS. I personally feel so, Senator. I think we have two 
things here : No. 1, two of the largest users in our program aiv thft 
Los Angeles city school system, the Los Angeles County school sys* 
tern ; the city and county of Los Angeles itself compose the majority 
of our lunch program. 1 am sure that these agencies would not involve 
themselves with us if they did not feel that we had the administrative 
capabilities of conducting the program. 

So I fee": that the mismanagement was probably far and few be- 
tween when you look at the total complexity of the progranj in itself. 

Mr. Nugent. I would echo Mr, Kobles' comments here. There is no 
doubt in my mind this program can be efficiently managed. That's not 
to say perfectly managed, i ou are always going to have some situation 
where food goes to someone who doesn't need it. 

Won't Waste Food 

We had a situation in Detroit last year, opening day last suihmer, 
where the predicted number of youngsters duhrt show up at one site. 
The volunteer worker gave the food to people in the neighborhood 
without checking income qualifications or wlicther they were youth. 
The fact remains that food would haA^e been wasted. I would suggest 
that she had done a good thing in that case. The next day a full com- 
plement of people were there, and on succeeding days it was well ad- 
ministered. We have a 2-year record of administering this program 
tightly. We keep timecar^s on all volunteers, and I think it is quite 
possible for everyone to do similarly. 

Mr. CoHKK. We sincerely intend to make sure it is very tightly run. 
There are many different kinds of agencies, in the city, involved with 
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the administration of the programs. "We are going to try to ovei'see 
them as best as possible. 
Mr. Nugent. Could I add one point? 

Senator Cranston, I think any unreasonable restraints plaa;d on 
this program in order to insure proper administration would drive the 
costs out of sight. There was a question this year as to whether the regu- 
lations would require the income certification of each child. Well, we 
just don't have the time or the staff to do that cost of thing, not when 
we are laying off 1,500 people. 

Senator Cranston, i ou were all three present earlier when Senator 
Bellmon and I, and also Senator Percjr, were pressing Mr. Hci^man on 
the matter of adequate funding. Specifically, I questioned him about 
whether the 2o-peicent increase over lunch programs were getting up 
to that arbitrary figure that they had picked for the moment of $25.5 
million was adequate in view of expanded programs, new programs, 
and longer communities. 

How do you feel the 25-percent increase will meet the needs in your 
specific community? 

25-Percent Increase Inadequate 

Mr. XuGENT. Totally inadequate in Detroit's case, Senator. Last year 
we started out with 4*800. We reached 56,000 at the end of the summer. 
When vou average the costs, we were hitting maybe 30,000, 35,000 
througfiout the summer. Of the 56,000 who left the program at the end 
of the summer, many will be looking to that again this summer. To 
feed that many, it will require $1,842 million. 

Senator Cranston. How much of an increase, percentagewise, is 
that? 

Mr. NuGF.NT. Approximately 75-percent increase, just, first of all, to 
reach the ni\nber of youngsters we reached by the end o^ last summer. 

Senator Cranston. How many more kids are there cnat should be 
reached? 

Mr Nugent. We hope to ^each 25,000 additional. That's the amount 
we feel we can organize to reach. We can't reach everyone yet. The 
total need will be $2.7 million— more than a doubling of our program. 

Senator Cranston. What about Los Angeles? 

!Mr. EouLEs. I wonder where thev obtained their 25-percent increase. 
I looked back to the latter part of March and I receH*ed a phone call 
from Mr. Bradley from the Department of Agriculture, 8an Fran- 
cisco ; this was about 8 or 9 o'clock in the morning. He said, ''How many 
people are you plannin^y on feeding this year, can you give me a fi<jure 
right now I said, "It is kind of impossible to give you a figure right 
now. I haven't even totaled the number." I said, "I will attempt to do 
it this morninp" and you can call me back." 

I had a girl run a tape on all the requests that we had had, and it was 
within the hour he called back, and he said he needed the figures be- 
cause they had to be "ubmitted to Washington that daj^. So I gave hiin 
what I had, which was 175,000, and I was just wondering if this same 
type of phono call went out to other people, getting a snap judgment, 
and thv^n, if this is the way they developed the budget figure. If so, they 
are in error. 
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ve?v^•n?A!;,^^*T * '^^^ I th'it the 25 percent is 

very inadequate. In our particular case, t wouldn't even beeui to helo 
us answer our total need. Our last computer runout on poverty , oS 
«u;i;^.i"/^^'^iP°""*-I-*°^,'^'"* 600,000 youths that can meet the re 
?o SoO at ?his^^^^^^^ ' '^"^ ^t 200,000 

^^vil' ^F*'^^^- Senator, the one point is that schools in Detroit and in 

finandd diSt'li*fl! "^^^ year because S 

the n lot! * u-^u^ ^""^ encountering. Our summer may not be 
weeks planning; it may be increased to 16 

80?2Tf«;dhSSV n"^^ Robles, about the 

thing to— '''''' '''"^ ''''''' ^^'ailable. Do you have any- 

it fJem?i?S npnnl^ T ^r^^^^J^TS that up for the simple reason 
hor! w v,^^ P * know what USDA is doing 

dav lYrf fV^ h^ld 0" April .5, this last Wedn^^ 

day, we had representatives from Ventura to San Diego Countv In 
Mr^f 7''9i^-,^?^ Weber, director of the Food ^^viSreJS 
Affi J of pahfomia. We had Mr. Don Score, SDA rSrional 

Mr. Weber suggested to the fjroup that we usp Hip sto-on fi,nf 
Son t?at\t 30 Sr "^^^^ ^^ '"^^^^'^ "Sngltlr'She' im'p 

§e3?<ltt'e't;1d';-a^^^^^^^^^ 
dflfatS^oSran^ra^^^^^^^^^^^^ 

SteTf ■ T*?-"/* particulTr po ntrMr^mS aSd 

L Sv fp fl^ bttlc.debate on this and it was' never settled 
4w?p"ate^^^^^^^^ from either one of 

npSr. fP'" was-it created a little bit of confusion to all of the«e 
?o??hi^ prograT ^'"^'^^ ^'^"^ ^^istered in that moving 

wifc'^^r* pro|ram to outline the sponsore handbook on April 6 
with a deadline of Ipnl 17 to submit applications. ^ 

Again It IS ]ust a-cuttmg things very, very close. 

benator Cranston. Thank you 

U, S^^.'£„lff^S?,5K" ^™ Boston . 

Senator Cranston. How many more need to be fed ? 
Mr. OOHEN. Well, 30,000 or 40,000 more. 

diSiSe^tertM^ '''' ^^-^ P-^--^ I^-dle and 
Can't Depend on the USDA 
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aging them to apply for the program, but we are not confident that 
there will be any money availaole. They have to do their plaiminnr well 
in advance and as of 3 p.m. yesterday, we only had 13,000 children 
identified in programs that were willing to extend themselves to apply. 
I suspect there are probably closer to 20,000 in organized programs 
around the city. 

Senator Cranston. The main problem is that you haven't been able 
to know what you can depend on from the Department? 

Mr. Cohen. We have been told we shouldn't depend on anything. 

Senator Cranston. Mr. Nugent, you stated that even if money was 
made available for all the children, you wouldn't be able to handle 
them at this point What are the main problems in handling the pro- 
gram and providing funds? 

Mr. NuGKNT. We have 125,000 youngsters. We Rpxve we can handle 
81,000 — ^given ad'jquate time. The elements of this are: Fii'St of all 
you have to have the food distributed through program activities— the 
city and pay hig agencies. United Community, Community Fund agen- 
cies, city agencies, and .so on are able to handle a certain percentage 
of th.at. The balance must be made up by organizing volunteers to con- 
duct programs for young people and to therefore, feed the young peo- 
ple. The best we are able to organize now, given a full-out effort, would 
be about 81,000. 

In subsequent years we might be able to expand to the full 125,000. 
Senator Craxstox. Have you used ViSTxV, Urban Corps, or NYC 
Wf)rkers? 

Mr. XuGEXT. We have not used them. I have not looked into that 
particular resource. 

Senator Ckanstox. Would it be possible? 

Mr. XtJonxT. It is a possibility we will look into. 

Senator Craxstox. They are planning to expand this so it will be in- 
volving more and more people, pait of them on volunteer br.sis and 
partly paid under testimony as I heard. That may be a way. Possibly 
have them financed in some way. 

^ Mr. NuGEXT. I would suggest we could use those people as well as 
Neighborhood Youth Corp.s children for the operation of the program 
on a yoarlv basis—])articularly because the VTSTA volunteers would 
not be available for just the 3 months in the .summer. We would have to 
have activities on a yearly basis. But then we st^rt coming into a prob- 
lem of the 80-20 match VISTA volunteers' time would not be con- 
sidered permi.^sible, since it is Federal money for a local-Federal 
match. We would be happy to use them. 

Senator Ckaxstox. Do you have the same sort of problem or differ- 
ent problems from what he expressed? 

Air. RouLEs. Basically the same. 

Senator Ckaxstox. iMr. Nugent, you mentioned one thing in your 
prepared testimony, the apportionment formula. We have been look- 
ing at that and are very concerned nbout it making no allowance 
for family sizes. I agree with you that bears close scrutiny and 
examiiuition. 

Mr, Ni'GKXT. The concern we have, in particular with the apportion- 
ment formula, is that for any amount of money that you ])rovide— if 
you provide $52.5 million, which the cities feefis theii need— the way 
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that money is apportioned among the cities will not necessarily reflect 
what individual cities have said is their need. It will be distributed 
by factors other than need. We simply feel that some correction must 
be made in that regard. 

Senator Cranston. You have all been very, very helpful. I api)re- 
ciate each of you coming, your patience. I hope you learned something 
earlier about the problems we all face. 
Mr. Nugent. We are very much concerned and wish to 'X)ntinue 



Senator Cranston. Thank vou for your cooperation. 
Thank each of you very much. 
The committee is in recess, subject to call of the Chair. 
(Whereupon, at 1 :10 p-m., the Select Committee was rec ssed, to 
reconvene at the call of the Chair.) 



with this problem until all the hu\ 




worked out, Senatcr. 



OFFICE OF SENATOR GEORGE McGOVERN 



Tuesday, June 20, 1972. 
Hearings Resu^ie ok Unused Food Assistance Funds 

Senator George McGovern (D-SD) today announced the resumption of hear- 
ings into the withholding of fundi} available for the food assistance programs. 
Senator Edward Kennedy (D«Mass) will act as chairman on Wednesday and 
Senator Alan Cranston <D-Calif) will chair the hearing on Thursday. 

The first ^ of the hearings, conducted on June 7, 1972, revealed that nearly $400 
miillon of the funds appropriated for the Food Stamp Xerogram would be returned 
to the Treasury this year. Wetlnesday's hearing will explore the fact that of 
$184 million available for feeding programs in Day Care» $49 million in regularly 
appropriated funds and an additional $135 million made available out of Section 
32 funds,' only approximately $34 million has been spent Despite this surplus, 
a "freeze" has been imposed throughout this fiscal year, seriously limiting the 
ability of local areas to respond to rapidly growing food service needs in Day 
Care and Head Start 

Wednesday's hearing will include as witnesses: Elizabeth Vernon, Assistant 
Commissioner; and Liz Robbins, Assistant to the Commissioner, New York City 
Agency for Child Development A panel from Massachusetts; Sheila Malloy, 
Health and Nutrition Coordinator for Springfield ; Ijois Bright chairman, Spring- 
field Head Start Policy Council ; and Susan Gustafson, director, Xewton-Waltham 
Head Si art Program. 

The U.S. Department of Agriculture Assistant Secretary Richard Lyng ac- 
companied by James Kochor, Director, Food Stamp Program, and Herbert Rorex, 
Chief, Child Nutrition Division will respond as witnesses at the final hearing 
held on Thursday, June 22, 1972. 



» See hearing of April 7 this volume nnd Part 3B hearing of June 7, 1972. 
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PRE SCHOOL FEEDING 



WEDNESDAY, JXTNE 21, 1972 

U,S, Sexatk, 
Select Cojizhittee ox 
ADTRmox AXD Htoiax Needs, 



Present : Senators Kennedy and Javits, 

benator Kexxedv. The committee will come order. 
OPENING STATEMENT BY SENATOR KENNEDY, PBESIDING 

ch?frmTn^?thrSd;i Comfeef on\?T^^ '''^ 
to open this morninfi?hS^ DnHn^^'^^^ 

direction and expert leadSS of ^Tn^nf ""^^^ the 

committee has aleS the AmTican 1X1^1,^^%^^^'""^ ^^'^ 
Federal food assistance pro-ams ^ ° ^'^'"''"^ ^^^^ 

ni^'^ SstVuentYioFoEK^ of Agriculture has be/run to rcco^r- 
who are hungi^! ' P^-o^uc® foe Jstuffs, but tlJe 

In 1968, when this committee was formed than i ™iir 
Americans were enrolled in tho wJ.^ cI ' J"^" * 
USDA boasts that mir 11 million ^pLf*""'^ Today, the 

boast, however ira dirpr+ n^ / *P^°P'*' ^T^""" stamps That 
tee's 'chairman; who hafdSted l^.M t'"^."^^ this^ommS- 
to the matter of insuring that a^iklk^^ ^'"S""*'^ 
theneedsof our Nation'slungry resources will sci-ve 

Po^Jd^MLttrtt^^^ retracted pro- 

the SclK^Sl Ltmch ProS •^'""'"'^ted 2 million children ffom 
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to insure that the USD A — the guardian of the Federal pantry — will 
use all the resources in its larder to feed the Nation's poor. 

When Richard Lyn^; testified before this committee 2 weeks ap:o, 
that the Department of Agriculture plans to return $389 million from 
the Food Stamp Program, members of this committee were imme- 
diately aroused hy the possibility that this admission may be just the 
tip of the iceberg. And. indeed it was. 

"Half a Loaf— Food Assistance in Fiscal Year 1972," the Commit- 
tee Pi'int* published a few days ago by the Select Committee on 
Nutrition and Human Needs, reveals that the Food Stamp Program 
is but one of six Federal food assistance projects from which the 
USDA intends to refund appropriated dollars. The full list includes: 



Fiscal year USDA refunded rather than 

1972 amount used to feed the poor 

appropriated 

Food program _ by Congress Amount Percentage 



Food stamps.. ... ...... ... . ... ......... . . ... .... . 

Donated foods .>. .> . . ... ...>.. 


52.300.000.000 

;;.:;.».;. 333.000.000 

36.000.000 


$400,000,000 
36.000.000 
82.000.000 
8.000.000 
23. 000.000 
150.000.000 


18 
10 

1? 

66 
80 


Total. ... .x- <^ .v^.>-> - 


..».....> 3.681.000.000 


699.000.000 


19 



Acnox Pre\^nt8 Food Delivery to Needy 

It would be comforting for the beleagured taxpayer to leam that 
the Federal bureaucracy can be thrifty and dollar conscious ; that there 
is interest in spending tax dollars prudently. But no reasonable person 
would support any action by our Government which prevents the de- 
livery of food to needy Americans. Yet, that is precisely the effect of 
the Department's plan to return nearly $700 million in food assistance 
funds to the U.S. Treasury. 

That is the glaring deficiency with the entire food assistance pro- 
gram. How can the Depart.:ient justify returning 19 percent of ap- 
l)ropriated food money, as not needed, when 43 percent of American s 
20 million poor receive no Federal food assistance? 

Mrs. Elizabeth Vernon, one of our witnesses this morning, wonders 
how the Pentagon can produce $r)2 million in unauthorized funds for 
the Cambodian Army. 

I am alarmed and' amazed that there is a need for this committee to 
probe the rcascm why the Department fails to commit congressionally 
appropriated dollars for such a needy demand as feeding hungry peo- 
ple. I must admit, however, that this is a change from the usually dis- 
turbiiig fiscal issues the Congress faces. 

Wc have grown accustomed to overspending on the space program: 
unforeseen delays on construction of Government buildin£?s, and cost 
overruns 011 the development of supersonic aircraft. It is equally dis- 
maying, however, to be faced with the administration's inability or 
unwillingness to properly cover the co.st, of Federal food assistance. 

loday s witnesses are appearing to relate their experience with Spe- 
cial Pood Service Programs for children. Among the programs for 



♦See .\i>immkI}s 2. p. GJC. 
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which funds ^vill be returned, this program has the dubious distinc- 
tion of returning the greatest portion of its appropriation to the 
Treasury. 

Congress appropriated $184 million for children's Special P'ood 
Services Program operations in fiscal 1972. Early in ApriL USDA 
officials testified that only about $;54 million of that amount would be 
spent. Thus, $150 million or 80 percent of the total appropriation, will 
go unused — simply because of arbitrary administration decisions. Yet, 
there arc millions of hungry children who need and demand help. 

Since early in the current fiscal year, tlie USDA has imposed a freeze on 
the funds available for day care feeding and other eligible programs under this 
authority • • • 

The freeze has persisted despite the growth in day care programs all across 
the country, despite a promise made to HEW in 1971 that the cost of food 
service in Head Start programs would be assumed by USDA in its FX 1973 
budget, and despite clear Congressional suppoit for the program. 

Day Care and Head Start programs are routinely told that the funds for this 
program are exhausted. They have not been allowed to serve additional children 
in existing programs, have not been permitted to expand their food service to 
include breakfasts, have not even been permitted in some cases to receive only the 
surplus commodities foods available to institutions. 

As a result of an arbitrary administrative decision, Head Start programs are 
regarded as ineligible. In every case the Department has claimed that the funds 
for this year have been exhausted. 

This outcry is expressed and documented in "Half A Loaf." Justifi- 
ably it asks the question : "Why can't we care for those who are 
hiingiy?" 

I believe this report has properly raised probing questions about our 
Federal food assistance programs — questions that fully deserve an 
explanation. It is reprehensible that millions go hungry as money is 
refunded and the cost of food rises. 

Hopefully, the result of our meeting here today will be to release 
those moneys already appropriated and provided to feed hungry 
people. If we can release that monej'' then our purpose for being here 
today will be realized. 

I am happy to welcome all of the witnesses to this hearing of the 
Select Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs. 

Our first witnesses this morning are from New York City : Elizabeth 
Vernon, assistant commissiojier for the newly formed Agency for 
Child Development. Miss Vornon has worked m Day Care and child 
development in New York for many years, and is trained in early 
childhood education. 

She has a mastor's decree from Columbia University. 

Aliss Liz Bobbins is lormerly of the staff of (he Committee on Public 
Welfare. Would you be kind enough to come up ? We have a statement 
from Senator McGovern which we will include in the record and also 
a statement from Senator Javits. 

PttlvPAKi:D StATKMENT OF SeNATOK McGoVCll.N 

1 :m\ sorry not to be able to be here tliis morning. I want to publicly thank Sena- 
tor Kennedy for agreeing to act as Chairman in my place. 

1*bis morning's witnesses are here to offer testimony to the need for an ex- 
panded use of the funds available for the Special Food Service Program for 
Children. Section 13 of the Nation School Lunch Act. Establi.shed by law in 30G8, 
that program hiin grown rapidly in rcKponso to growth in^day care and summer 
recreation programs. 
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One of our witnesses this morning is the author of that program, Congress- 
man Charles Vanik of Ohio. His oliice has woriced in close cooperation with luy 
staff of the Select Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs, as evidence of 
the growing needs for these funds has conie in from around the country. I am 
particularly pleased that he is able to appear before tlie committee. 

Our witnesses from New York illustrate a dilemma that is becoming increas* 
ingly common in our metropolitan areas. As the demand for day care— day care 
In many forms—lias grown in recent years, the agencies responsible for the qual- 
ity and quantity of the service provided have recognized the need to develop 
sound nutrition components as an integral part of their child can* urograms. New 
York City is trying to meet that need despite a USDA requirement that they 
use only the same amount of money from one year to the next to feed an ever- 
increasing number of children. For the children that they must add to their pro- 
grams, and for the additional meals that they feel responsible to provide even 
for those already enrolled, the Special Food Service Program for Children is the 
logical source of funds. But that source, as administered by the USDA, remains 
frozen at Apiil of 1971. 

Our witnesses from Massachusetts illustrate another problem occuring in this 
program. In >'ovembcr of 1969 three men, employees of the Departments of Agri- 
culture and HEW, decided that these Section 13 funds would be available only 
to Head Start programs already being funded. Head Start programs which ap- 
plied for food assistance after that date would be considered ineligible. 

In 19C9. the Head Start budget did provide funds for food service. That ad- 
ministrative decision, applied as law since 1969. has long outlived its original 
rationale. Yet the old rule applies, desi)ite the fact that it was never intended by 
the Congress. Head Start witnesses from Massachusetts are among the victims of 
that arbitrary ruIinK. 

In addition the $50 million required to fully fund the Summer (nonschool) 
Lunch Program, the $30 million required to absorb the cost of food service in all 
the Head Start programs, and the $30-$40 million needed to adequately finance 
food service in day care, the Special Food Service Program for Children could 
serve two additional needs. First, it shonld provide the approximately $7 million 
needed for the Summer Lunch Program for the migrant children whose **sum- 
mers" do not neatly coincide with those of children not engaged in agriculture. 
And second. Section 13 should be used to absorb the food service costs of pre- 
school children now paid for out of Title I of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act — an act intended by Congress to provide educational services to 
disadvantaged children. The staff of the Select Committee estimates that exist- 
ing needs in Section 13 range between $125 to $160 million for fiscal year 1973. 

With the $49 million requested by the TJSDA in fiscal year 1973— a sum that 
would allow for no expansion— the extra $25 million requested \>y the President to 
fully fund the Summer Lunch Program, and the $135 million made available by 
Congress in Public Law 92-^2, the Special Food Service Prograffl for Children 
could more than adequately meet the demands that will be made of it during 
the comhig fiscal year. It remains only for the USDA to agree to spend the 
money that the Congress has said is available. 



Pbepared Statement of Sen'ator Jacob K. .Tavits 

Mr, Chainnan, nicinbors of the committee, it is indeed a pleasure to be back 
with the Select Conmiittee on Nutrition and Human Needs. As you know, I 
previously worked hard and satisfactorily with this committee in an effort to 
improve the condition of hnncry people in the United States. 

I nni here twlay to introduce Eliiwiheth A, Vernon. Assistant Commissioner 
of the New York City Agency for Child Development, nnd Liz nob»»ins. Director 
of Federal Relations for ACD, who will be testifying before the committee. It 
is n particular pleasure to introduce representatives of the Agency for Child 
Development as T was involved as a catnlyst in the establishment of this agency, 
and my ofllce hns been intimately involved in the on-going operation of the n^ency 
which is presently the largest publicly funded Day Care ngency in the countrv. 
I certninly have n continuing interest in seeing that the programs which ACD 
administers are properly funded. 

ACD presently serves 34.000 children and next yenr will serve an addlHonnl 
12.000. The Prc'sidont's FV 73 budget request foi- pre-sdiool children enrolled 
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in Jioii-srhool iiistitulioiih will not enable ACl) to .^fm? meals to anv of the 
additional 12.000 eliildren. 

Thns. the problem which lirin;rs ACD to WasIiin;:ton today i:: a matter of jimit 
concern to me. a.< it should be to the eoniniittee— that eonccrn is how to feed the 
inei-eavinjr nuni!»er.s of elitrible diildrcn tlirou;Lrhont the Unitc-d States for mm- 
.^ehool rliild rare programs if no additional money will be made available to 
pay for tlieir incaKs. 

.\fore .<|ieeineally. the Pn*sid(Mif« hudjret reqnest for FJection Hi. non.Nehon! 
child care projjrams is $4f) nn'llion— exactly the .same for FX 72 and f<n- FY 73. 

In addition, PL 92-32 directs USDA to spend J?i:55 million of funds alrwKh 
available (as a result of the import tax duties collected pur>uant to S<cction 32 
of the Au'ricultrci-e Aet of 30;3r>) in Special Food Service rrogrnms in FV 72 and 
KV 73. Alt)iou;:li there is thus §184 million available to provnle breakfast and 
lunch Ut our |>n->chool rbildren enrolled in nonschool iuMitntions. (ff^D.V ha*» 
.'<pent (ndy ,<34 million. It is my unaerstandins that (JSD.V has advised the New 
York State Bureau of School Management that no applications above the ftmding 
level of 1072 would be approved for FY 73. The need to make more funds avail- 
::blc is clear. 

1 am plea>ed to liave tlu^ representatives of the Xew York City Ajrencv for 
Cliild Pevelopmont present to you their testimony explaining this problem in 
detail and coijinumd their portion to the commit teeV earnest attention. 

Senator Kexxedy. You may proceed. Miss Vernon, would you care 
to proeecd in your own way ? 

STATEMENTS OF MISS ELIZABETH VERNON, ASSISTANT COMMIS- 
SIONER, AND MISS LIZ ROBBINS, ASSISTANT TO THE COMMIS- 
SIONER, NEW YORK CITY AGENCY FOR CHILD DEVELOPMENT 

JMiss Vekxox, Thank you, Mr, Chairman, :My name is Elizabeth 
Vernon. I am assistant coninnssioner of Xew York City's A<rency for 
Child Devclopmciit. The conimissioiier, Georgia JIc]\Turruy would be 
iiere today but she. is in the ho.spital undergoing surgery scheduled 
months ago. 

New York City's Agency for Child Develoi^ment, established July 1 . 
1071, is the first and only municipal agency in the Nation devoted 
exclusively to the needs of preschool children/ 

The agency has primary responsibility for and jurisdiction over, 
Xew York City's Groti]) Day Care, Family Day Care, and Head 
Start program?:. 

Its budl^et for fiscal year 107ii-7:{ is $182.6 million in program money. 
Of that, $115.8 million is for Group and Family Day Care which is 75- 
percent reimbursable from Federal funds authorized by Title IV~A of 
the Social Security Act : $10.2 million for IIe;id Start which is 100-per- 
cent reinibursiblc from Federal funds authorized by the OEO Act; $3.1 
million hi Federal funds for Day Care programs in Model Cities 
areas; and, to date, approximately $0.5 million in Federal funds au- 
thorized for Special Food Sen-icc Program by Section 13 of the 
Xationsil School Lunch Act. 

The latter reimbursement is necessary to cover both the cost of 
breakfast food and the daily milk intake of each participating child 
since simultaneous participation in both the Free Milk and Special 
Food Service Program is prohibited. 

The agency's primary objective— indeed its very reason for being- 
is to expand quality care services to as many chililren as possible. We 
are proud to report we are already on the way to meeting this objective. 
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The Agency for Child Development presently serves approximately 
34,000 children: 19,000 are enrolled in 277 Group^ Day Care centers; 
15,000 of these are in preschool programs, 3,880 in after-school pro- 
grams, and 84 in infant care. In addition, 6,200 children are enrolled 
in 1,860 licensed Family Day Care homes. 

In July 1970, a year prior to the agency's establishment, there i;vere 
only 12j500 children, roughly one-third the present enrollment in these 
two programs. 8,000 chudren were in 120 GrouD Day Care centers 
and 4,500 children were in 1,240 licensed Family Day Care homes that 
we provide. 

The enrollment in our Head Start program, approximately 6,000 
children, has not increased since the agency was established. 

The reason is obvious, because there has never been any increase in 
die Federal budget for Head Start, 

Nevertheless, as long as Title IV of the Social Security Act remains 
open ended, we must continue to expand our Day Care programs. 
Current estimates of the number of New York City children under 5 
who are either in tlio public assistance population or who have work- 
ing mothers, suggest that there are at least 322,000 New York City 
children who are potential users of early child care services. 

Already, over 400 new Day Care centers, designed to serve a total 
of approximately 48,000 children, are hi various stages of planning or 
construction. 

Quality of Programs Is Issue 

But enough statistics. The issue here today is not so much the quan- 
tity of child care programs but tlie quality. 

Every child enrolled in our Group Day Care programs, today, re- 
ceives full range of health, nrtrition, and other supportive services. 

Any cliild enrolled in our programs tomorrow will not. A tele- 
gram sent this March to the New York State Bureau of School Man- 
agement by the USDA Regional Food and Nutritional Service stated 
that no new applications — (^ver and above fiscal vear 1972 funding 
level — for Special Food Service Programs would be approved for 
fiscal year 1973. 

In view of this and the administration's fiscal year 1973 Special 
Food Service Progi-am budget request for $49 million— the same 
amount as last year — "one thing is perfectly clear," This coming year, 
more than 15,000 of New York City's preschool children will have to 
go without breakfast. 

Of these 15,000 children, 4,500 are enrolled in our Head Start pro- 
gram. Due to difficulties— and this, to me, is an incredible situation to 
have existed — USDA encountered in reading its own regulations. 
Head Stait had, until recently, been refiised the Special Food Serv- 
ice Program funds it needed to establish breakfast programs. 

Though USDA Special Food Service Progi'am regulations — pub- 
lished way back in 1969— rule, as you know, all Head Start breakfast 
programs established after November 1, 1969, eligible for program 
funds, the USDA North East Regional Office ruled them ineligible. 

Though obviously we disagreed, it was not until this March 1972, 
that we were able to get the regional office to check with Washington 
to set the record straight. It is an incredible story. What this says 
about "New" Federalism" I think, is obvious. 
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Now our Head Start programs are only prohibited from establish- 
ing breakfast programs because there is no money. 

The remaining 11,500 who will have to go hungry this year, repre- 
sent all those children slated for enrollment in the new Group Day 
Care programs opening as of July 1. Family Day Care is not eligible 
according to current XJSDA regulations. 

We will get back to the thinKing behind that in a moment. 

In order to buy at the present rate of reimbursement, both the food 
and equipment needed to feed these 15,000-plus children coming into 
our promam, \ve would need approximately $3 million over and above 
what USDA has allocated New York for fiscal year 1973, And, ac- 
cording to the New York State Department of Education, USDA has 
no plans to increase our allocation. 

As you know, of course, we are not the only State in this predica- 
ment, J ust to take one example — and I am sure you will be given many 
more today — our sister State, New Jei*sey, informs us that already it 
has had to deny ai)proximately $320,000 worth of Special Food Service 
Program applications. 

This amount represents nearly 7,000 children who, if New Jersey's 
allocation is not increased, will be coming into that State's nonscliool 
child care programs next year without any indication that they will 
be fed while there. 

How do you tell a 3-year-old child, who leaves his home hungry, 
that the President has decided that he was born too late to liuve 
breakfast? 

Natu;Mlly, I don't moan to .suggest that all children ought to have 
nutritious breakfust merely because some already do. All our chil- 
dren must have a nutritious breakfast because without it they risk ab- 
normal physical and m*^ntal growth, 

A great deal of the data presently available to support this conten- 
tion has already been iiitroduced into the record of this connnittee. 
There is no uQhu to reexamine most of it again, 

Eelationsiiip Betwkkn Breakfast and Child Development 

There is a need, however, to reemphasize the critical relationship 
between nutritional breakfasts and the optimum development of the 
preschool child. As a good breakfast is the pivotal step in a child's 
daily development, early childhood education is the pivotal step in a 
child's overall development. Both are steps so crucial that others may 
be futile without them. 

Just as nutrients missed at breakfast can rarely be made up during 
the day, damage resulting fwin inadequate nutrition during the first 5 
yeai^s of life can rarely be erased. 

To quote the White House Conference on Children, if inadequate 
diet or "malnutrition persists during the first 5 years of life, the child 
is doomed to foreshortened physical and mental development, in- 
creased susceptibility to infection, and impaired response to his 
development,' 

In New York, staggenng statistics recording nutritional deficiencies 
in children 6-and-undor are already on the books at the city health 
department. According to a 1970 study of the diets of New York City 
low-income children 6-and-under, 45 percent of those tested suffe'red 
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from vitfiiniii A deficioiicios, over 55 pcMvoiit suffered fromlieiiioglobiii 
deficiencies, nlniost GO percent suffered from tluaminc deficiencies, and 
over 65 percent suffered from ril)ofln vin deficiencies. 

In vie-A- of tlu^se fact?, Mr. Chairman, I was shocked and dismayed 
to learn that the administration's recent leo:islati\-e proposal to add 
million to the child nutrition proo:ram hnd^ret, failed to mention, 
let alone leqiiest, any additional funds for food pro^rnnns for pre- 
R-hool children enrolled in oni lTead Start and Day Care pioo-iaiiis. 

What rationale conkl there possibly be for siiHi a criud menu for 
3-, 4-, a..d 5-vear-olds, the most helpless of our citizenry? 

CertaT'ilv the ndminist ration does not lack authorization to spend 
the kind of moneys needed. ^ , - , 

Public Law 92-32 * directs USDA to spend $1?j5 million of the fr.nds 
ulready available as a result of import tax duties collected pursuant 
to S'.'^ctiou ^2 of the A<ri'i<^'ulture Ac t of 10:^5 on tin* Special Food 
Services Pro<rram in fiscal rears 1972 and l^7^>. This, over and abo\ (» 
the $40 million the administration re(iuested for the projriani for fiscal 
A'ear 1072 

* Of the'total $184 million thus available to provide breakfast and 
luncli to our preschool children enrolled in nonschool institutions, the 
administration claims, as you know, to liave spent only $34 million. 

Of this ninoiuit, ii mere $14 million was spent on year-aronnd pro- 
<rrains. This, despite the fact that all repoi-ts— inclndino; that of the 
Conference of Ma vol's— su«ri:est that funds available in the Section :]2 
accoimt. in fact exceed even the $184 iiiillion mithorized. 

As one of those who have come to appreciate the extent to which 
the congressional j^ower of the purse lias come under the sole control 
of the executive branch, I am tempted to sii<r^rcst that even millions 
more than alreadv authorized could he n^leased to feed these young 
children in Xew York for whom next year, luncli will be their first 
mealoftheday. i 

Specificallv, if the Pentagon can— as it did in hscal year loa— 
spend $.] billion more than that authorized by Congress, why can*t 
TTSDA? If the Joint Cliiefs of Staff can—as they did in a memo to 
Secretarv Laird, published in tha Xew York Times August nO, 1071— 
find a way to generate $52 million in authorized fimds for the support 
of the Cambodian Army, surely the budgetary IToiidinis at OlTice 
of MaiiMiromciit and Budget can find a way to generate a few break- 
fasts out of the $12 billion in authorized funds they confess to have 
impounded since the beginning of the current administration, 

^fr. Chairman, the i)roblem, as I am sure you are well aware, is 
not inonev. It is coiiiinitmeiit. 

If it so desired, the administration could cease the mindless shell 
game of budget balancing and get down to the serious business of 
balancing childrcirs diets. 

Stati'. Pl.vxs Show Estimatkd Participatu)K 

USDA knows how many children in each and every State will be 
needinsr tin*. Special Food Service Program each and every year. Their 
verv own regulations— Title VIL pait 210.4A(3)— require that each 
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State must, iu order to receive any of the cliild nutrition funds, submit 
ji Stn^e plan tliat includes, among otlier things, an estimate ^1* the 
number of service institutions needin<r a Special Food Service 1 ro- 
grum . . . and "an estimate of potential participation." 

Tlius, clearly, the issue here is not— as it often is regarding program 
funding— a question of Congress having given the Executive either 
insufficient direction or inadequate authority to carry out its legisla- 
tive uuimlute. Congress has done more than enough to assure tliat 
US. V knows what hf^s to be done and has the money to do it. 

Senator Kkxnkdy. Tlie point is that tliere is already a legislative 
authority. It is really how it is being administered, certainly. That 
is your point here? 

Miss Veuxox. Yes. 

Senator IvKXXKnv. Is it your undenstaiiding that all the States have 
filed claims that would indicate the number of hungry children in 
their States? Do vou know that from your own personal knowledge? 

Mi.ss Vekxox. i cairt speak for all the States, but this is required 
by irSDA, that tliey present a plan for potential users, as well as 
current ones. 

Senator Kkxxkdy. They have that information from ^ew lork? 

Mi.ss Vekxox. Yes. . 

Senator Kexxedv. ITow specific is that? Do you thmk— havmg 
knowledge of the plan that was initially submitted and having tlie 
benefit of hindsight— it was pretty accurate, as far as you can tell? 

Miss KoHHixs. Our recent api)lication vent in last week. 

Senator Kexxedv. Xo, .-.hat I am talking about is the nunil)er of 
needy <-liildreii. You had to make an cstinuite. according to the regula- 
ti(m. of the number of hungry children. AVlien did you make that i 

Miss Rojmixs. It is reciuired by January 1. 

Senator Kexxedv. Didn't yon submit it a couple of year.s ago? 

.Miss KoHHixs. AVe submit it every January to get our funds. 

Senator Kexxedv. IIow accuraic is that ? Is it a few tliousand off ? 

Miss Ronmxs. It is fairly accurate. AVe have been exi)aiuling at a 
fuster rate than we initially thought we could. 

.Senator Kknxkdv. So it is understated. 

Miss RoBinxs. It is understated, but an exi)ansion is still talked 
about, a fairly good s'zed ex))aiision rate. 

Senator Kexxedv. AVliat did you eslimate as the numlnM* of needy 
child, en? 

AVliy don't you give me your estimate for the last couple of years 
.so I get an idea tluit tlice has been planning, thinking about needy 
children. You have been turning in estimations, and you have l)een 
giving this thought over a period of time. The t'l.-c that the T.^O.V 
makes, thai you have not, is not correct. 

Miss Koimixs. I am son*y. I am not af(|uaiiited witli the past *2 years. 

Seiuuor Kexxedv. All right. 

Fouu Aui:.vs rou Actiox 

Miss Vek.nox. In the following areas, however. Congress could take 
action to iii.sure that if and v.'hen the administration puts uj) the money 
to carry out its pledge to feed the hungry, we at the local level could 
make tlie best of it. 
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3, APrOKTIONMENT OF FUNDS 



1, The formula should bo amended so as to reflect projected program 
participation as reported in the State plan. Presently, funds are. as you 
know, apportioned according to the State's past level of program par- 
ticipation. This practice is hardly conducive to the program expan- 
sion; that is, to providing food for all our hungry young children. 

2 Moreover, the income and census figures on which the formula is 
based should also be brought up to date. Presently, as you laiow, ap- 
portionment is based on 1960 Census figures and ancient poverty level 
indexes. 

2, BEIMBURSEMENT RATE 

The present rate of 15 cents covers neither the labor costs nor the 
Phase II food price involved in serving our young children nutritious 
and balanced meals. The rate must be raised to 30 cents, or we will be 
priced right out of business no matter how much USD A adds to our 
fiscal year 1973 budget, 

3, STANDARDS 

Perhaps if USD A had already developed standards that would 
insure children nutritious and balanced diets, it would have already 
realized that their present reimbui*sement rate is totally inadequate. 

4, FAMn.Y DAY CARE 

Here I want to get back to the service I mentioned earlier, 

lu New York, the only difference between Family and Group Day 
Care is that in tlie latter, tlie kids are served in a center. Through 
Family Day Care, children nre f^rxnd in a hnme; however, for every 
200 childr n there is a Family Day Care center which provides con- 
sultant and .her services. 

These are childreri cored for in licensed homes where up to six chil- 
dren may be in the care oX a liiother, 

A change in the regulations that would permit these centers to serve- 
bz'eaix^ast would assure 6,000 more New York City children of three 
meals a day. The demon.stration grant that currently feeds 661 Fam- 
ily Day Care children is due ro run out in September, ' 

We have had a grant from OEO to demonstrate that a breakfast 
program would work with Family Day Care, mint is the use o^ spend- 
ing tune and Government money on a demonstration grant that de- 
velops a system to, and tests the feasibility of, delivering a public 
.service— ni this case, breakfast to Faniilv DaV Care childr^ n— if when 
the demonstration grant runs out, there is no money to implement the 
system acr<)SS the board ? 

Mr, Chairman, your greatest contribution to our efforts, however, 
would come tomorrow if you were to succeed in changing the admin- 
istrahon s mind about the existence of hungry children and in starting 
It tlunkiiig along the lines of what to do about focding them. After 
all, isn til democracy in the greatest danger M-hen those in power enjoy 
the comfort of opinion without the discomfort of thought ? Thank yoii 
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Senator Kennedy. Thank you very much. Miss Bobbins, would you 
like to make any comment ? 
Miss Robbins. I was here to help answer questions, 

A Question op Administration Desire ^nd Willingness 

Senator Kennedy. It is very helpful, a very helpful statement and 
commentary. You have covered a wide variety of different needs. The 
irrationality for the development of the regulations, the administra- 
tive bureaucracy, the belief from your vantage point that other legis- 
lative requirements are unnecessary to do the job, and to come down 
to the final conclusion that it is really a question of the desire and 
willin^ess of the administration to press these programs, that cer- 
tainly is a conclusion I share, 

I am wondering, given your experience, have you ever gone down 
to the regional office of the USDA to ask them for technical kinds 
of assistance and help, and how you can further take advantage of 
the programs that have surplus money ? Could they help you find ways 
in which you could take adVantage of it? Just throw the ball in their 
court. Have they ever met with your group? As I understand, from 
the statewide program that you have submitted that you have tens 
of thousands of hungrv and needy children. Therefore, say your pro- 
gram may be a little deficient in some way, but that you really want 
to get the money out to those needy children. Have they ever reached 
out to you and asked to help to assist you in trying to find ways to 
use the Federal money which has been appropriated? 

Miss Veunon, This is an embarrassing question, because we have to 
come out with an embarrassing answer, I am afraid. We really have 
had no technical assistance from tliem; and, as a matter of fact, it is 
only through doing their homework that we were able to prove that 
the money was available to be .used for Head Start, althougii they had 
informed us otherwise. 

Miss RomuNS. It took us 3 years, without technical assistance, to get 
the Head Start money that we were eligible for. We wonder what 
would happen if we had received technical assistance. The State ad- 
ministration has been lidpful ; but when we tried to find the figures 
on malnutrition in New York and nearby States we contacted the 
USDA, however they liad spent no money on that. 

They had put together their own figures. They have not added one 
State plan to another to get a regional view. But Albany informed us 
of reserve money that is provided by the law, and has assured us that 
we will be able to do these kinds o$ studies and other kinds of man- 
power training programs we need available pursuant to the legisla- 
tion. None of which, even though we told them of our problem, has 
the USDA suggested. 

Wo found them ourselvas. 

Senator Kenxkdy, Miss Robbins, you have worked )n a subcommit- 
tee and the full Labor Committee and are aware of the legislative de- 
velopment of this program. Where does the fault lie? 

Quite clearly the intention of the Congress and the development 
of these various food programs — a number of programs targeted to 
meet very special needs for people — appropriations being made by 
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the Congress based upon autliorization and upon tlie needs, and then 
t^ not coming out of tl.e other end of the funnel. Now where are he 
SL?!f the dcvclopnent of the regulations which piovided 
such a mass of confusion for people to try and answer, or is it inade- 
quate administration at the local level? 
^rh?T?Sn^Sf y'''"'',"/^''' question, what is your impro.ssion ? 

n.«f % nllTovL /'^ 'T«P""sibility "f the Govorn- 

lont. at all IcAcls for leadership in administering the program The 

aie cligib c of he services available; and. how to get then., and help 

So fnV '-""^ S"fficient and most eiSS 

.So that IS where the greatest failure has been. It is the same failure 
you see m the Safe Streets Act. People don't know what is ava able 
;«aSS;^Lj''^* ^--^ in getting JlS 

"LrAnnRsiiir .\ Comilete Rmlt re" 

loXr Ym, ^'"i '^'"''T'^P is a complete failure on the Federal 

eo»le wLV ? '"^ ^T'^ ""^^ J"'->^v to have 

people « ho WKiiP on a leo;islative committee. T think that is whv the 

st3S'triV"r' me because she had so much difficultv in under- 
not ; f r V'lr «"5l^i'»^7»« available to the city. Other States 
neJestrv. ' P^rsonuo] are just realizing tlii.s is 

Senator Kexxedy. AVould you like to sav anvthing. Miss Vernon' 
.Miss A erxo V. I have nothing to add. I believe it reflects the attitude 

S kfhntt.rT'''"^ '^"'^ P'"'^''"^^ «" «-^P«'uliture 

orTumistliatliavealiT ;en allocated. 

Senator Ivknxkdv. When you talk to the administrators about the 

requirements you niust file-or. if they were nor filed bv the fa ] of 

•S^l T- ''^^r-Ii ^^-^^^ eligible-tin t the 
•( tn.lat.ons of the, admuu.stration a.., o.itdated a..d serve as a road- 

vtlT'"''' '"^^.*'""''- "'^'"^ '•'■«P""«' '1" vou get f .«n, then. ? 

nVi ?l,k TTv"";.: f'i," 'iVe simply we.-e not able to <ret 

ntll.±?.i « ""Sl"t'''l>'Vta(ion of the regu]atio.,«. We 

te preted them one way. they interpreted them tl.e other: and, oi.lv 

1. wo'tC' W ^''"^ '''''' ^« intcpretatio , 

that we thoHirht was the correct one. 

Senator Kkn-xedy. Then this sets back to your ea.-lier view tl.-.t 

l.e.se midbkH-ks were l«ing established. Did Von believe tl e • were 

doi.ig .t on purpo.<;e or through i..co..,pete..cv, or what ? 

^li.ss Vki{X(»x. I would have to iudjre iuc'nmpefe.icv. 

.Se..a(or TvEXX.:..y. Co..ld vou tell ..s. have vou received a..v tech- 

orunilrn ^'^^ ^''-''^^ ^i^''^'^" l^-p" Hment 

t Ag..culti„v. 1,1 coo.-di.,at...g your fond .<:e. vice.«, training sfaff and 

finding ways to fund your program ? 

Miss Vkrxox. \o. no (eclmical assistaiu e. 

NenatorTvKXNKnv. I yield toSenator JaA-i(*s. 

Senator Javits ^fr. Cliainuaii, tli.uJ|J|,|verv much. T think the 
wituesses whom I proposed to iiitroc»«apfiorninir are here I am 
iSCdoini.'" ' »PSSiul the work that thev 



481 

They ai-rived before I could ^ret here, but the Chair was kind enough 
to put my statement* in the record. 

Mr. Chairman. I am engaged at the moment in the Foreign Re- 
hitions Committee work with respect to ratifying the SALT agree- 
ments, so I would beg to be excused. I did wish to peisonally intro- 
duce both these hidies to the committee, and to commend their 
testimony. Also to express my great pride in the work that the New 
York City Agency foi- Child Development is doing. I have the feel- 
ing that the bill, passed yesterday, on this subject could be of enormous 
aid if we could bring it into law. The chairman and L and others on 
the Senate Labor and Public Welfare Committee, will certainly try 
to do tliat. 

Thank you. 

yUss Vkrxox. Jlr. Chairman, I would like to thank Senator Javits 
from nil the children of the Nation, and especially from the children 
in New York City and the Agency for Child Development, in mak- 
ing himself so responsive to us and so helpful to us at all times. 

Senator Javits. Thank you very much. 

Just carry on. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Kkxxkuy. While Senator Javits is here: Are there thou- 
sands of Xew York childr(!n that should be receiving help, that fall 
under the eligibility of the statute, that arc not getting it ju.st because 
of bureaucracy? 

iliss Vkkxox. Are you speaking of services generally, or just Day 
Care services? 

Seniitoi- Kr^XNEDY. I was thinking primarily' of nutrition ; you couh* 
start with that first and then move on to the others. 

15.000 Ciiii.DKKX Not ALU)wrj) To Be Addfj) 

Miss Vr.Kxox. At this point, we anticipate not being able to feed 
breakfast and other supplemental foods to 15,000 children in fiscal 
1073: because, at this point, we have not been allowed to add to our 
rerjuest beyond the 1072 level. 

»Seiuitoi- Ki:xxEnv. That is in spite of the fact that the USDA has 
the money: in spite of the fact that you would be eligible for that pro- 
gi ain under the requirements? 

Miss Vkuxox. Right. 

ScMiator Kkxxkoy. There will 1m5 15.000 children who will not be 
able to r(»c(»iv(» the kind of food assistance that they are otherwise 
eligible. 

Miss Vkkxox. Right. 

Senator Kkxxkuv. And. for which there has Ixjcn money appropri- 
nt(»d by the Congress, and that is really because of administrative 
blockage somewhere along the line, as I undei'stand. 

S(»untor J.wrrs. If that is compared to the figure that you will be 
serving 

Senator IvKxxKnv. How nuiny arc you going to be serving? 

Miss Veuxox. We will be serving almost 50,000 children next year, 
and of that we would not be able to feed more than the number that 
we hav(» fed in the past year from these funds. 
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Senator Kennedy. The number of children that you would be 
equipped to feed has expanded, has it ? 

Miss Vernon. Yes. We would have all of the necessary organiza- 
tional capacity to do the job. 

Senator Kennedy. You know where those children are, you have 
been able to identify them, and j'ou know who those needy children 
are? 

Miss Vernon. We could identify many times over the number we 
will be serving, so there is no problem of identification. 

Miss RoBBiNs. If they gave us the money to serve the 15,000, and add- 
ing those to the number we are serving now, we would still be left 
with 6,000 children in Family Day Care who won't get breakfast. 



Senator Kennedy. If I understand you correctly, you know there 
are children which you can easily identify which fall within the 
eligibility of this legislation. But they will not get help and assist- 
ance — even though there is money for it — because of some administra- 
tive blockage. 
Miss Vernon. Yes. 

Senator Kennedy. Also, you are unable to expand your program 
because of the regulations that hf,ve been established 5 am I correct 
on that? 

Miss Vernon. Yes. 

Senator Kennedy. And, that is for what reason? Because you had 
to file so many years ago, 2 years ago ? 

Miss Vernon. Be<!avse "in our fiscal 197.*^ request wc have been in- 
formed that we may not expand beyond the number of centers we 
have been serving in fiscal 1972. 

Senator Kf.nnedy. Why not? 

Miss Vernon. This is a regulation of USDA. 

Miss RoBBTNS. It was a telegram tliey sent us saying they would not 
accept anything other than renewal applications. New 'York State 
expects to fret the same number of dollars in 1973 as they got in J972. 

Senator Kennedy. What is the reason or logic for tha*^:? 

M^^s Vernon. It defies logic. 

Stjiator Kennedy. You requested this money, isthat correct ? 
Mips Vernon. Yes. 

Senator Kennedy. And yon have been turned down ? 

Miss Vepnon. We have lieen told to remain at the same level. 

Senator Kennedy. I Icnow it seems very obvious to yon. but we have 
to try and hammer these points. 

For what reason were you turned down? Did they say there was no 
more money; you were late; or not complying with regiilations; or, 
for what reason? 



Miss RoBHiNs. Money. 

Senator Javits. Do you have it in writinfir ? 

>nss T{nnmN5J. Albany sent as a tclejorram and road it to us over the 
phone. Mr. Reid, of Albany, had put it in the mail. It did not arrive. 

Senator Javitk. I believe the idea that the Department of Agri- 
culture lias turned a considerable amount of money back to the TreJas- 
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ury is wrong. I intend to fight it, and I am sure that other members of 
our committee will feel exactly the same way. 
That is why I think this testimony is so timely and so necessary. 
^Spnator Kexxedy. As I understind, there is a letter to Congressman 
Vanik» and he is going to testify, and I imagine he will make it part 
of the record. In the letter — tliat they will get funds to mahitain their 
year around 1972 program at the spring of 1971 rate — it indicates the 
freeze. 

That is from the USDA. I imagine you received one. 

Miss RoBBixs. We brought one from Secretary Lyn*r saying Ne\v 
York would not receive any more money than they got last year. That 
letter i^ here today. 

Senator Kennedy. What is the impact of the regjulations propounded 
by the Department of Agriculture on hungry children? What does it 
mean to them ? 

Miss Vehnon. This means the level of nutrition, that we can offer 
to the children, is cut. I don't need to tell you that the children we 
serve are Irom very low-income families. These are families who need 
a great deal of assistance in serving well-balanced nutritious food to 
their children. 

Many of the children, in fact the majority of them, leave home in 
the morning in the rush of the mother getting them ready to go to the 
Day Care center and herself off to a job — usually a veiy low paj-ing 
job. 

They simply don't get breakfast. So they come in, listless and hun- 
gry, and are really not able : First, to make the best use of the program 
in the moniing; and second, we know that they are actually suffering 
from some degree of malnutrition. 

This is the effect of that kind of cut. 

iliss RoBBiNS. The other poin.: is that it is more pronoimced in the 
Head Start program. As you knew, the budget level has been the same 
for a number of years, and they have no other source of funds. 

Group Day Care has Title IV at the present, but Group Day Care 
has no additional funds to pay for the increases in salaries over the 
past 2 years or the rising costs of equipment. If we don't gel this 
money. Head Start is really at the end of its rope. 

Senator Kennedy. What happens. Miss Vernon, when a child does 
not get the kind of nutritional needs they need? Does this reflect itself 
in a wide variety of different ways— mental retardation, and a host 
of other deficiencies ? 

Symito^ts of Nutritional Deficiency 

Miss Veknon. Yes. People who work closely with children would 
be most aware of the fact that they would be much more subject to the 
kinds of contagious diseases and minor illnesses that children often 
have— such things as colds and earaches and problems of that sort. 

C"?*^ ^'^^^ ^^^^^ children are much more subject to certain kinds of 
irritability and tiredness wJiich comes as a result of not having ade- 
quate food. 

Also we are veiy much concerned about the lifelong food habits that 

get started in the earliest years. This is really the time in which habit 
uilding is developed. If children are satisfied with these things like 
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some potato chips and a soft drink — thing of that sort — wliich are 
foods froqiicntly «riven to them in the mornings— the kind of things 
\v(» tond to call junk foods — this becomes the habit they have the appc- 
tife for in later life. We know the eating liabits built up in the earliest 
yea rs :i re perpetuated. 

\\*e certainly have a lot of statistics about such things as mental 
retardation. Perhaps it is not (?xtrenie. It may not be the kind of thing 
that one would identify as a marked kind of retardation; but we know 
children cannot live uf) to their potential. 

The brain does grow soinethinjr like 80 percent during the first 
yenrs of life. Those nerve cells need good nutrition in order to prop- 
erly develop. I think many ailments of the poor, we see as they grow 
older, can he traced back to poor nutrition in early life. 

Senator KKXXKnv. Do your Day Care programs use donated coni- 
njoditiep t 

Vekxox. AVelK do you want to comment on that. Miss Robbins? 

>ri<? RdimiNs. We just did a study in our Head Start program to try 
mid decide the extent to which they could use food programs. In order 
to participate in the Food Commodities Program, you have to have a 
(•(Ttaiu amount of space for storage, and you lui ve to he able to pick up 
and transport commodities back to your program. 

In the study of our Head Start program, just as a place to start, we 
founf! we were Group H in the commodity program — wliicli provides 
you such terrific breakfast foods as pcaniit butter. Also, over 50 per- 
cent *)f I he I Tead Start cent(u s did not ha V(» tlu^ required storage space ; 
and, almost 100 percent did not have an^* way to pick up and transport 
conunridities back to their program. 

So it i^: kind of a "catch-2*2'' sit nation. We say. '*irei-e, take them free 
f(K)(l suid serve yourself for breakfast.'* However, you cannot get the 
food mile>'s 3*ou have the money to buy a truck to tianspoit it, unless 
you have the money neees.sary to provide the storage space, required in 
the law, before you are eligible for tlie Food Commodities Program. 

So it corners down to the same thing. It conies down to money. Ii 
would probably cost them less and would be more beneficial to us — 
.iriven the kind of foo<l we are eligible for in the commodities pro- 
gram— to have the money to serve l)reakfast. rather than buy a truck 
and build storage .space only to get peanut butter in the end! 

Sensitor ICi'.xnkov. What will you do if Congress acts to limit the 
funds :ivjiilal)le under Title IV-A of the Social Security Act? 

Mis-; A'r.uxox. First we would cry a lot. I guess. We would simply 
be under fantastic pre.-sure to maintain the number of children tliat 
we a re planning to serve, and perhaps have to cut quality. The demand 
for r):iy Cnre is built np to such a patch now, that if funds were to be 
limited aiul we would not be able to expand, I think we would be 
trapped in a very, very unhealthy situation. I really want to say that 
it is not ju.*5t a question of what we would do. but what would the 
children do? What will the families, who really need this program so 
badly, do? They are really tho ones that woidd be penalized by such 
an act. 

1 can only hope and pray that .such a thing will never happen. 
Senator Kkxnkoy. Thank you V(»ry ninch. Yon havc given very, 
very helpful te45timony. 
Miss V^njxox. Thaiik you. 
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Senator KKXN-ia)v. The next witnesses are from Sprin^rHold, Mnss., 
Sheila Malloy and Lois Bri<rht. Is Mrs. Oiistnfson here? 1 believe yon 
have a statement. You may proceed with it. I3o yon liave an extra 
copy? 

STATEMENT OF MRS. SHEILA MALLOY, HE/.ITH AND NUTRITION 
COORDINATOR FOR SPRINGFIELD, MASS. 

Mrs. :MAixoy. I am Slieihi Malloy, Ilealtli and Nutrition (Coordina- 
tor for tlie Head Start \)i\y Care programs in Sprin<]^ficld, Mass. I am 
LMi<ra^a»d in a time-eonsnming and frustrating struggle to provule food 
.service for mvproirrani. The childi-en nndermy jesponsibdity fall into 
three categories: Koughlv 125 are from Head Start; 2.^)0. welfare, 
and 7.5 arc children who are supported by the Department ol Labor. 

Ikeause of this administrative admixture we are not eligible for 
Section KUunds, which inchulcHead Start. The AVel fa re Department, 
pavspartof thecostsof >onu»of thcchihhen. 

the Labor Department assumes food costs are provKled from otiier 
sources and so do not provide them. i . ■ ^ 

Senator Kknxkdv. AVhy weren't you ebgible for tlie .lection i:] 
funds MVhv did thev tell you that? " i , r i 

Mrs. >r.\i"u)V. In September of U)7L when 1 called the N-hool Lunch 
pF^gram in Boston, I was told by Mr. Cella that we did nor apply 
belore the November J%0 cutoil* date, and so we were not eligible lor 
S.'M'tion i:^> reimbursement. Further, in the course nf conversations, he 
(piestioned me as to who spourrOYs our Head Stan, do we, in fact, come 
undertheCAPa<:encvor the school department. 

When I responded' with CAP agency, he siid. "I thought you said 
yon were getting school lunches for some of your children", which in 
fact we had been prior to that. 

He said we were not eligible for those, because they were only sup- 
posed to jro to the school departiiuMit agencies. So nt this point, I fro/.e. 
because 1 diduY know what el^e to do, and he said, "I will send you 
applications, but you am not going to get any reimbursement because 
yon are not eligible.'' 

Mi;sT CnAN(JK to Tni.K I 

On that very dav, I got a call from the school department telling 
us that, in fact, we!^had to somehow change: that they, the school de- 
pai'tnieiit, wei'C going to be held responsible for paying. That the 
School Lmicli Program would no longer continue to cover reimburse- 
ments : and, that we would have to switch to Title I. 

This brought up the whole possibility of testing for educat ionally de- 
prived childi'en, 

Senatoi" Kexnw)Y. What are those tests, could you tell us about that ? 

Mrs. Maij.ov. I wish I could. I can't tell you about them, tecause 
we have iievei" tested all oui' childien. We did not do that testing, be- 
cause we (lid not have tests that we felt were nde(piate to the task of 
evaluating black childitin. 

Senator Kkxnkdv, Hut they wei'e going to lequii-e that they lake 
tests, is that right? 

Mrs, Maux)y, That is what they Averc tal king about 
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Senator Kennedy. Why do you think they consider that? 

Mrs. MALLor. My understanding of it is that for Title I you have to 
prove tliat the recipients are educationally deprived. And, as a parent 
of mine said at that point "It is not bad enough that we are black and 
poor now we have to be black, poor, and stupiH to eat." She was really 

The testing for the black children is not terribly adequate anyway. 
Senator Kennedy. So then what happened? 

When you said to the person at the other end of the phone "^Vhat 
has the cutoff time m 1969 got to do with our needs in 1970, or 1971 ?" 
\\ hilt did he say at the other end of the phone « 

esSafty wh°ai h^said.""'' ""^ P™^^'''"^- 

r„™ ^^'^^ **'«y «» e going to return all this 

money- ^Vhat sense does that make to you? 

rJ'h^' I would ask whoever is returning it what sense that 

makes. 1 am not returning it, I am very upset about it. I have been told 

returned "^"^ "° ' ^ ^"^ ^^^^^ ^""g 

Senator Kennedy. Well, the Congress appropriated funds; author- 
^pn/5T^^"i^ app.cri.ated funds. They tfiought they would be ex- 
Fn Snl^pfi'- y^lti""' supported it to help the children up 

m Springfield -nd all the other Springfields in Massachusetts. Then 
they tell you c.M there is no money there ; yet they are returning un- 
spent moneys. ^ ^ e> 

What does that mean to you ? 

Mrs. Malloy. It means our children are not, in fact, being fed. We 
are robbing Peter to pay Paul all the way along the line. 

Senator TCennedy. Do you think, if there is any money left in the 
DefenseDepartmentthatthey would return it? 

Mrs. Malloy. You are asking me? 

[Laughter.] 

Mrs. IVIalwy. I am not sure what the administration's priorities are, 
but I question them now. i 
Senator Kennedy. Would you proceed? 

Mi-s. Malloy. The results of aft the asumptions by agencies and de- 
partments that someone else is doing the work is that children are fed 
only because of two circumstances : I mentioned that we are told bv the 
local school department that we are using the Title I education funds 
which are badly needed and intended for other purposes. 

We rob Peter fx) pay Paul, switch funds that should be used within 
each of the budgets for that purpose only. 

Despite these facts, and despite the inct that my job should involve 
in-scrvice training, development of sound programs and attention to 
the health component of our services, a tremendous amount of my time 
IS now taken up in going from office to office to get funds. I know now 
the funds are there, before T iust fuspected they were. I am told thev 
arc intended for the very children under my care: and yet, somehow, 
lam not getting them. 

T have, as I say, the sequential recoids from September of 1971. 

Senator Kknnedt. You will .submit tliose? Thev will be verv inter- 
esting for us. ► J 

Mrs. MAtLOY. I will be glad to. 
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I also have a letter, A group of us went down to Mr. Stalker's office 
on Monday and spoke with him; he was very willing to take the ap- 
plication, but assured us that there were no funds available, I have 
a letter here, from his office written by his project director that 
states 

Senator Kennijdt, I understand he was assured, or the State direc- 
tor up there was assured, there were not any funds available, 

Mrs. Malloy. That is what I am told. He said they were, "accepting 
applications and agreement forms to participate, but we cannot ap- 
prove them until this program is properly funded . , . If you wish to 
wnte to your congressional representative asking his support, • • . 

Senator Kennedy, You will submit those*, anvwav ? 

Mrs. Malloy, Yes, 

Senator Kennedy. That will be very helpful, 
Mrs, Bright. 

STATEMENT OF MES. lOIS BRIGHT, CHAIRMAN, SPRINGFIELD, 
MASS,, HEAD START POUCY COMMITTEE 

Mrs. Bright, I am Lois Bright, head of a parents' organization de- 
veloped to participate in the design and administration of Head Start. 

I have jiist recently completed training at the University of Massa- 
chusetts a.s a nutrition aide. Because I am a Head Start mother, I have 
a special interest in the food that is pro-ided in the program. My child 
participates in the program— what is supposed to be a program. It is 
.supposed to Ih» :i comprehensive child care program. 

I have particularly strong feelings about the importance of nutri- 
tion, nutrition in the lives of very young children. You are what you 
eat. Your eating habits start at a yor.ng age, and this is my concern as 
a parent. 

Senator Kennedy, How many children do you have ? 
Mrs. Bright. How many children? How many do I have in mv 
group? 

Senator Kennedy, How many do you have in the program ? Do you 
nave any that are benefiting from the program ? 
. Mrs, Bright. Yes. 

Senator Kennedy, How many? 

Mi*s. Brtgot, I have one. 

Senator Kennedy. One child. Could you tell us a little bit about ^he 
program, as a parent, what the child tells you about it? Is he ha; my 
with it? 

Mrs. Bright, She is not aware of certain things. She is not ^iven 
certain types of food or not introduced to new types of food, and the 
.setting is different. That is according to what I have learned in the last 
vear or so in nutrition, I try to bring this into my home with my chil- 
dren, and what she is bringing back from school is different. 

Senator Kennedy, V^hat is the reaction of some of the other parents 
with the program? Are they pleased with the program, are thev dis- 
appointed that it is curtailed, would they like to expand it? Do you 
find, from talking to your friends, that it is a needed tvpe of program ? 

Mrs, Bright. The Head Start program? 

Senator Kennedy. Head Start and nutrition programs. 

• Sec Appendix 2, p. (JOl. 
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XuTRiTiox Could Curtail Future Mkdical Costs 

Mrs, Bright. Tlie Head Start program is b idly neodod. The nu- 
trition part should be expanded more to accomodate children, and 
that is one of tlie areas. Along with nutrition comes health, we arc 
^•ery concerned about that. AVe feel, very strongly, if we work with 
nutrition, possibly later on we won't need as much medical care. 

Senator Kr.xxKnY, Have you talked to the other parents about this 
pro<(ram in the community? Are they aware of it and support it? 

]\rrs. BuiGirr, Oh, yes. Actually, Head Stait and nutrition are mv 
first names. 

Senator KKNxrny, yirs, Malloy, tlie Department of A<rrioultu!i» 
n!<ruos that it does not need to provide food services for those pro- 
<zvi\ms out of Section 13 funds because they are already funded foi- 
food services from other sources: and that 'their support would be a 
duplication. How would you respond to that argument? 

Mi-s, Malloy, My lirst response is that I am not sure that they know 
what is the need. If you arc discoura<red from makin<r application, 
that is, l)ocnuse you are told you are not going to get the money in the 
first place, you don't bother applying. 

That is essentially the feeling when you call the office. So, vou 
know, there is no paperwork involved in "all this. What we have donn 
now*, is-, wo have applied for year annnid and summer [)rograms. 

Senator Ki:Nxrj>Y, Here, on the connnittee, when we are trying to 
authorize different levels of funding, we ask about the nuinber of 
applications for various programs— nutritional programs or heallh 
centers or whatever. Then, usually the agencies say, "Well, we recom- 
mend this level of funding because we have not had many applica- 
tions/' H you look back at that, they are out discouraging applications, 

Tt is a vicious kind of a cycle, and T see it has been working heiv, 
in the nuti-ition area, as well. They discourage it, and therefore there 
are no applications. Then thev sav, ^'this is all the monev thev could 
spend,'' 

Mrs, ^VFalloy, They send applications to the people who already 
have programs. So, if you don't have somebody out there using time 
and energy to find out what is available, you are out in the cold. 

Then on top of that, you have the response of, "AVell, there is no 
money anyway," 

Senator Kkxxkdy, As I understand, vou have 125 Head Start, 250 
welfare, and 75 Department of Labor children, is that right? 
Mrs, Malix)y. That is, roughly, it. 

Senator Kkxxkdy. Do you find some of those igencies claim the 
other 'agencies arc providhig the resources and therefore they don't? 
Mrs, Mali/>y, Yes, 

Senator Kkxxkdy, Could you tell us a little bit about that— how that 
works, or what is said to you->so that wc get some kind of idea al)ont 
it? 

Mrs, Malix)y, Well, I can tell you tliat essentially, when we were 
sittmir in Mr, Stalkers office Monday, he did respond at one point 
that. If you are getting this money, from the Welfare Dei)artnient, 
then why can't that pay for the food, also ?" 
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It is not adequate for quality initntion programs. We have only 
begun to scratcli the surface of understanding about the importance 
of nutrition anyway— even in dealing with the middle dass. Certainly, 
in dealing with the children we are dealing with, they are that much 
more further behind the game. We are calling it Head Start, and we 
haven't even caught up. 

Sejiator Kennedy. What about how the various agencies sort of 
pass the buck, so to speak. Could you lell us. in the support programs- 
do you find this liapi)en? at all ? Or, are they simply underfhianced^ 

^Irs. M.M.i.oY. Primarily, they are saying they are underfinanced. 
First, you believe and understand this— you hear it so often. Then 
you find out something like this $100 million return. It hits yon in the 
face and you say, ''I have been fooled again.'- 

Senutoi- Kennedy. Mrs. Gustaf son ? 

]Mrs. Gi'STAFSON. Yes. 

Senator Kknnedy, Good morning, 

I have made that trip down from Boston many times and arrived 
late. too. so we understand it. 

STATEMENT OF MRS. SUSAN GUSTAFSON, DIEECTOS, NEWTON- 
WALTHAM, MASS., HEAD START PROGRAM 

;\rrs. GrsTATsox. Thank you for your indulgence. I am ha])pv Jo 
be here, finally. I feel I have been ^vaiting a long time to have "this 
op])ortunity to talk to you. and anyone else from the Senate who 
would listen to this rather sad tale. 

I think 1 would call it "administrative dodging" that ha< gone on 
with this program that was intended for children. If I could take 
the time (o tell you .sojue of that tale, I believe you would find some 
of the facts very interesting, I recognize some^f mv cohorts, here 
from Ma.'^sachusett.s, and 1 am glad to see them. 

I think they have told you some of what it feels to be like, on the 
local end of this. I myself feel I have a unique viewpoint because I 
am not only a local Head Start director from the towns of Waltham. 
.\rhngton. Bi-ookline, and Watcrtown: but, in my foimer job, I was 
(he Head Start coordinator at the State level. That is where I i)icked 
u]) a lot of experience in the Special Food S(-rvicc l^ogram— nnich of 
it sad. 

The theiae of this tale. Senator Kennedv* is a perversion of tlie 
intent of Congi-ess. I am thoroughly familiar with the Special Food 
Sei'vices legi.slation, and what I thought was its intent. However, as 
we go along, we .see that it has not worked>'out the way it was intended. 

Late in 1968, some of my fellow workers at the State OEO offices 
heard about the availability of food service money, and spread the 
word to local agencies, i)articularly Head Start. 

They got together with Mr. Stalker's office, and he also helped to 
spread this news. Mr. Stalker sent out a memo,*v hich was a very good 
one, explaining it. At the time .ve did not catch rhe little nuance's, in 
there, where he was emphasizing that this program was for expansion. 
No one noticed that. It became more significant as time went on. 
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The program expanded at, I think a normal rate, but got a boost 
after the hunger hearings in Massachusetts. I think more people began 
applying at that time— about the summer of 1969* 

jMemos Cut Fuxd^ From Program 

The next event that I noticed that was important for people in the 
field was the Washington memo from the Depailment of Agi'iculture 
of November 12. This, I think, took great liberties with the defini- 
tion that the Congress had written as to which institutions were eligi- 
ble for the service. 

I am sure people have mentioned this already this morning, that it 
cut Head Start programs out of being eligible for the program. Spe- 
cifically by saying that if they had not applied by November 1, 1969, 
they would not be eligible. 

A few months later, in Februaiy, the New York regional office came 
out with u memo furtlier interpreting what was meant by eli^rible 
institutions. Only, this time, I would say it was a little more positive 
in that they traduced that if you had a newly created Head Start 
program after November 1, then you could apply for funds. 

Senator Kexxedy. Could you give that to me one more time? 

Mrs. GusTAFSoK. Yes. A memo came from the Department of Agri- 
culture in Washington on November 12, 1969, defining what was meant 
by eligible service histitutions. In the original law, as you no doubt 
know, service histitutions are defined in a certain way. 

In this memo they said that Head Start was not eligible to apply 
for funds. They explained that the one exception would'be if a prom- 
ise had been made to a Head Start agency to become part of the 
Special Food Services Program before the date of November 1, 1969. 
That contract should then be kept, and those were the only Head 
Starts that could apply. 

I know the memo came out on the 12th, and the date of the ruling 
there was the first of the month. Then followed the New York memo, 
which was a little more liberal, because it traduced from the Washing- 
ton memo in that, if you had a new Head Start program that devel- 
oped after November 1, you could apply. 

Senator Kennedy. ^Vhat sense does that make ? 

Mrs. GusTAFSON. It is too arbitrary. It was one of the clues that led 
me to start investigating to see what was this monkey business that 
was going on. It does not make any sense to me. 

Senator Kennedy. In effect, it cut off eligibility at one date, but also 
said if you have a new program that you may be eMgible, even after 
that date? 

Is that not true? 

Mrs. GusTAFSON, That is what it says. It does not make too much 
seme. It sounds like someone is trying to find a way of limiting it. 

Senator Kennedy. What does that do to a local community? Parents 
that just want to have their children paiticipate in Head Start, *:ake 
advantage of these programs, and doift have a great deal of time to 
read through regulations or to l)e traveling either to Boston or r w 
York to the regional oflice. Then, when they arc confronted with mis 
kind of, us you point out, arbitrary regulations— what does that do to 
them? 
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Mrs. GusTAFSOK. I dt^ the director of the first parent-controlled 
Head Start program in New England. The parents are trying to ad- 
minister that program as best as they can without, relying on profes- 
sional staff. I would say that our • logram cair.e under parent control 
in February 1970, which would iri^.*ii, if you want to fool around with 
definitions, that we could have applied tor that money. But it took a 
year to straighten out whether we were really eligible or not, because 
it was. indeed confusing. 

So in all that year, we could have been using the money that was 
going into food for some other very valuable services in Head Start. 
In our program, that would have amounted to at least $15,000, and at 
the most $30,000 to $40,000. 

Senator Kennedy. Just because of administrative bungling, I would 
think you would have to label it thac way. 

. GuSTAFsoN. I would like to say tnat the State Department is 
ver;^' helpful, but it seems the bungling was on a much higher level— 
which I did discover later on. 

Would you agree with that ? 

Mrs. ]VL\LLOY. Yes. 

Senator Kennedy. We don't want to interfere wiLh the Agricul- 
ture Department and the Labor Department, seeinft people here. We 
hope that they will find ways of funding those ^'-ogram?. 

All right, Mrs. Gustafson. 



Mrs. GuSTAFSOK. After these two memos — one from Washington and 
one from New York — as you say, we were confused. At that point — I 
was at the State level — I got a call from " local program which^said 
that they were willing to write to Congressman Vanik and ask him 
direciiy what his intention was in developing the legislation. They 
asked him, "Did you or did you not intend Head Start to benefit under 
the definition of eligible cHld-care institutions'" He wrote us bank 
a very nice, succinct letter saying that, "Yes, indeed, he had intended 
Head Start to be part of that program." I have a copy of that letter 
in my office, which Is one of my proudest possessions. 

Ironically en'*a<rh. just at the time we were writing Congressman 
Vanik, we were tiilnking that maybe there was a shorttige of money 
and we were concerned to get aid to ar ply. Then there soeniod to be 
a :5.*rplus of money. As we suudenly hoard from tlie State office, "Please 
help us go out and beat the bushes and got applicants." It is a very 
<?onfusing situation. One time we hear that there is no money, and tholi 
we hear there h too nnich money. "Quick, quick, lot's get rid of it." 
That was the summer of 1070. 

By the fall of 1970, 1 happened to be in Washington because ilead 
Start was in joo])ardv of being cut, on a total !yve1, the whole progr:im. 
I took this opportunity to get an appointment at the Department of 
Agriculture, 

I had a very interesting time there, I arrived early; and my eyes 
sort of wandered, I guops. where they shouldn't have. I saw piles and 
piles of lettere on someone's desk from irate Head^Stail^and Commu- 
nity Action directoirf askin<^ svhat the story was, why weren't thev 
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t ^ t" f''*" " that T had the appoint- 

nrlvnl S:. "^'^ I'^V' ^" ^" those lottors. 

He was very micoinfortablo. but he did tell ino tliat lie was iroiii" to 
say soniethnifr about a "sliortago of UimW i.i his letters " " 

llion lie kind of told me. on the side, when I py. .-^pcd him "What do 
you mean,- and "AVliy do j-ou do this?- He said. "Well, we l,"d ma e 
an anangenient wuh the Ofiicc of Child Development:^ I was irate. 

o II i nZ rM' Vn '-"f '^''ir" •'^"i'': "Vou should realh- talk- 
to tlie ( Jfliec of Child Development." 

fn^Hi'" 'ff T?"'fo?* Development said that tliev had aceed 

to cutting off Head Start from beiiifr eligible for tlie Speeial Food Serv- 
u es Program beeause "they-' felt it was a reasonalile request. 

1 do not tliiiik t'.iat is i-easoiiable at all. T t|,i„k Hoad Start ehil- 
drr-ii definitely lit the needs and the deiiiiitioiis in the ori<rin„I law 

We spent :j lot of time knocking on doors and making sure we <'et 
t le poorest children into our programs. If von cut Head Start out^ 1 
tliink you are 'noving up into the more middle-income level, which' is 
UK. hut 1 think tins program is trying to help the .ieedie>^t' children. 

At that point, we began, in .Arassachiisetts. to j,ut as much pressure 
on A\aslimctoii as possible. We organized letter writing campaign.^, 
and so forth. ]}ut we never mdly got tco much satisfaction: Wcause. 
most ol the time, the responses to our lettei-s were that so-and-so would 
check with the Department of Agriculture. T think that is goin.r i„ a 
circuitous path. 

>ry concern, after all of that work, is that the Congros« carrv out 
Its tiili legislative process and see that— once it has cr ited a law— 
that It is. indeed, carried out by the administration. H it is not. the 
only people who siiller are the children— and that was said somewhat 
sarcastically. i 

I should 'tell you t hat, in contrast to Sheila. T am luckv. I am on.-. 
J. estimate, of about si.\- 1 lead Stait programs out of 23 iu ^fassachusetts 
that was lucky enough to receive funding for Special Food Service-^ 
rrogram. 

TJKira r.xKi) .\s «X.:w" To Grr Fr.vns 

When T .say. "I" I mean as the director of Con niunitv United. AVe 
had (o attain these funds tl. jugli a rather devious niethod— by de- 
liniiig ourselves as "new," when it was iiote.\u.;tlv true. 

Koally. Head Start had oijcrafed in our area "for 3 venrs prior to the 
time we applied for the money; but we said we were new, because w<5 
were under the auspicei! of a new agency. 

I know of one other Head Start group that did the same thing. 
Ihey changed auspices and then called themselves new. Tliere were 
tlirejs who called themselves ''new" becnu-se lliev changed from op- 
enitiug dining the summer to o{)eratinir during the vear. Then there 
was another one that added some chilu.en who went all day lou". 
rather than just for a c-ertain portion of the dav. There is an argu- 
inciit that this clianged the whole nature of the. program and tJius 
they were new, too. 

I think it is rather pathetic we had to go and make up those limp 
excu.ses,becai..'3c: ^ 

1. We .-ire eligible by law, from the very Ijeginniiig; 

2, As I said Insfore, the Heau Start cliildtcn ar", really the 
neediest; and 
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8. It is patliotic: been use, when we don't luive this kind of 
money we liave to stretcli very limited Head Start resources — 
wh i cn is not ^srood at a 1 1 . 

You are probably well aware of what this does for children. I am 
sure people who testified on Duy Care know, too, how much more 
alert the children are. How ready to learn when they are noi hun^rry. 
and they have more stainina and less sickness. Really, it is such an 
im])ortant program. 

Wo cover 3- to 5-year-oUls. and it is in that period that it is very 
im])ortant to have good nutrition for the growth of muscles and bones. 

As an agency director, I have to admit that the Special Food Serv- 
ices Prograui isa t<irrilir* boon to our budget. Once \ye got the funding, 
we were able to open a new center for bilingual children. Later on. I 
requested that we serve breakfast to the kids in the bilingual center 
au(l tliat was granted. I think that in that area it was a terrific need. I 
am glad they we eabletodotha^. 

I have a refjuest. Senator Kennedy, and that is three things: 

1. Thai the memos sent put by the Department of Agriculture 
he rescinded; 

2. That in the development of ne^v legislation. Head Start be 
specificallv mentioned as eligible : and 

That, the entire Special Food Services Program for children 
be funded at such a level to really meet the need. 
Senator Kkxnedy. That is very precise and very exact, and I think 
extremely valuable and a^'curate. 

Let me go back into a couple of areas. As I undentand, in the fund- 
ing of your program for these children, you have to go to a variety of 
different agencies or dei)artments. Is that not so ? 

Also in the development of Section 13, where the Congress was 
attempting to coordinate these efforts, this, too, is part of the problem ( 

Maw Pkogkams in CoxirsKi) Posrrioxs 

Mi-s. Gu.sTArsox. Yes. some of the Head Start programs, depending 
on who operates the programs^^can get a very confused position. I think 
the woir exan^ple would be: H you were a program funded to a com- 
munity action agencv, then delegated to a school system, and you were 
interested in getting\Special Food Services Programs for children. 

We havp ; case in Worcester. I must say, you would not know what 
to do. 1^ this dav, Worcc-.ster does not have help m meetmg tlieir 
food costs. They must take it out of the other operating costs for Head 
Start. * 

Senator Kexxkuy. Tell us about tl^at. You mean a diversion of Title 
T funds, for example? 

]\Ir. GusTAFsox. That is a possibility. , , ,r .i 

Senator Kkxxkdy. Could vou tell us just about that? How. on the 
one hand, funding for educationally under-served young people ai-c 
being diverted to the food area? . ^, xi . • 'ui 

liirs Mai.u>y. I am at a los.s to explain. I know that it is possible 
under the legislation of Title I. so as not to duplicate effort to do that. 

Senator Kknni:i>y. It is being done, as I understand it. 

]Mrs. Mau.oy. Yes, I understand that, but I would question that we 
are i.ot eligible for Section 13. 
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Mrs. GtJSTAFSOx, Senator Kennedy, something that has disturbed 
me, m that regard m the past, is that in our Head Start agreements 
It says that we must spend a great deal of time mobilizing resources- 
federal, btate and local Then, wlien we see an opportunity like the 
Special Food Services Program to help us with our food costs, we go 
out to mobilize it, I think that is very reasonable, 
, I also think, from my long association with Head Start, that it 
IS exactly what Head Start intended local people to do— to not be 
completely dependent on the Head Start source of funds. 

Senator Kennedy, "Who would you make eligible for these programs 
for nutritional supplement and the feeding programs? You have all 
had experience. You have coordinated the State program for Head 
Start, you have worked in a local communitv, and one of you is the 
mother of a child who has been a recipient. '\^nio would include as eli- 
gible in these programs? Do you want to broaden the categories? 

Mrs. Bright, All of the children in Head Start, 

Mrs. GtJSTAFSON. I would like to broaden it to some other cate- 
gories that were eliminated by the memo I spoke about. They were 
Group Day Care and Family Day Care. I am assuming they were 
eliminated because it was not an established agency that you could 
easily deal with administratively, I think that is a dodge. 

Senator Kennedy, We had testimony earlier from the New York 
group that pointed \\p the need for that. Are we typical in Massa- 
chusetts, or are we special, or is this from your conversations with those 
that are trying to run pro-ams in other. cities around the country? 

Do they face similar kinds of difficulties i Are we unique? 

Mrs. GtJSTAFSON. Oh, no. We made some attempt, in previous years 
to contact people from other States; and it sounded like the same 
thing was happening. 

Senator Kennedy. All right. Thank you very much. 

Our final witness is Congressma?! Chailos Vanik from the 22d Dis- 
trict of^Ohio, He is author of legislation ?mdcr Section 13— the Na- 
tional Scliool Lunch Act—providing for special fund programs for 
children, 

STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE CHARLES VANIK, A REPRESENT- 
ATIVE IN CONGPESS FROM THE 22d DISTRICT OF THE STATE OF 
OHIO 

Mr. Vanik. 1 have with me Mr. Bill Vaughn, who has been with my 
office for quite some time. He has done a great deal of work on this 
program. 

I appreciate this opportunity to apnea/ before your committee. I 
will attempt to be brief, and I would like to concentrate my remarks 
on the Special Food Serv ice Program— Section 13 of the School Lunch 
Act. 

As you stated previously, this legislation was enacted to pull to- 
gethcr the programs for this group of people. As sponsor of this legis- 
lation, I share the disappointments and frustrations of all of you who 
have supported it. Also, of the social service agencies and institutions 
around the Nation who have attempted to use the program, 
^ Section 15 was first started in 1968 >o extend school hinch type serv- 
ices to public or nonprofit institutions which provide Day Care and 
other nonresidential child care to 'children from low-income areas. 
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" The particular emphasis behind the legislation, the particular rea- 
son for the creation of this program in 1968 was the fact that the 
number of Government-sponsored preschool assistance programs was 
beginning to grow by leaps and bounds. And, there were no particular 
feeding programs for which these preschool students were eligible. At 
the time the bill was passed, there were some 700,000 preschool chil- 



In addition, the Congress had just passed some major amendments 
to the welfare program which were estimated to refer an additional 
500,000 children to Day Care centers. The same situation prevails 
today. While it is uncertain what final form new -welfare legislation 
will take, almost all the plans include heavy reliance on Day Care 
centers for preschool children. 

The House-passed version of H,K, 1 would provide immediate Day 
Care center support for 875,000 children. Other bills under considera- 
tion—such as the Senate bill of yesterday — provide for substantial 
expansion of Day Care and Head Start centers. The need for Section 
13 is perhaps more vital today than whe*^ the bill passed 4 years ago. 
As in the past years, this summer's Section 13 program has been 
surrounded by a great deal of last minute confusion and funding 
difficulties, 

I hope that we^ can avoid these difficulties next summer. But right 
now, I am primarily worried that the year around program — ^the school 
year program which will begin again in September — ^will be grosslv 
underfunded. 



For the fiscal 1972 school year program, Mr, Chairman— the pro- 
gram just ended — ^$20,775 million was available in direct appropria- 
tions. This amount was inadequate — and yet even this amount was not 
fully used, Mr. Chairman, because of a deliberate plait not to use it. 
Tens of thousands of children were unable to participate in theso feed- 
ing programs because the level of funding was too low — ^yet the De- 
partment of Agriculture allowed $2.1 million of the appropnntod 
money to go unused. 

In light of the inadoquatp funds for this last school year, it is even 
nioje unconscionable that the administration is roqnesling the <amo 
amount for the coming school year — ^$20,775 milliou — ])lu?* of course, 
the carryov^ei »f $2,1 million which was "sa-ed" in fiscal 1072 — saved 
hy not feeding hungrv children, 

'Againrtbis is totally and completely inadequate. It has been esti- 
mated that up to $100 million will be needed to fully serve eliirible 
children in eligible programs in the school year program. 

Almost any State di'^ector — and your representatives from Slassa- 
chusetts, cave typical reactions to tKi? p rogram- -can tell you that this 
past year's program was inadequate. An i, with rising costs, nest year's 
program will be even more inadequate. 

In late December. I polled the various State directors of the Section 
13 programs as to the adequacy of their State allotments. Out of 28 
States which responded, 19 States indicated that they did not have 
enough money to fully fund their school year program applications. 

For example. Hawtii, Massachusetts, and Minnesota indicated that, 
under the allotment provided them, they would probably have to cut 
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Snft'f ^- '■^^^ursement to programs or terminate programs. Other 
hS hPon ^'^^ n,oney-but oLly'becauso fhev 

£ .fe "^*"'ctcd by he Department to limit the acceptance of ap- 
? Wohi ■ to n'irk down their needs in order to receive 

a tavorable consideration from the Department. 

CoMStKXTS OF StATK DlRLClORS 

f l,f ■ "' "T ^""•''^ ^ *™™ State directors, 

the followmg typical comments were supplied : i 

FROSI MASSAOIItJSETTS 

Froni Jul.v to Xoyeniber, $117,709.90 has been expended for 
payment of food, ^^ e estimate that food payments onlv, for 
the year, will amount to $307,200, Unlcss'a supplemental 
^Ifi appjmimately $58,700 is approved, this program 
must be curtailed in April, Because of the insufficient funds, 
no nonfood assistance applications have been approved 

Ketiiuse of j)!st indeciuate funding, we are not acceptin<r 
any new applications for summer programs in fiscal 1973 
A request from liostdli with .32 centers had to be refused iii 

FROM ILLINOIS 

The second qiiesf ion you raised is the estimated dollar 
vixUw of all Section 3:] nppli cat ions received. The applicn- 
c.tiV?.V1 ^^'^ have peiulin^r are estimated to amount to about 
S24,00(l per month, I[onev(M- l would like to make clear that 
midei- tlie instructions received from the Department of 
AiriKMilture, we have disconra/red applications for this pro- 
p-ain: and have publicized the fact that funds are verv 
nnutiH!, T believe t))at it is a fair statement that our present 
bectiou n pro^rranis could easilv be doubled— which would 
require approxiin::tely §60,000 per month on a ]2.month 
bjisis, 

FRO>r KKX'rUCKY 

Tt seenj.^, at this time, that Section L3 funds available to 
Kentmky i or fiscal 1972 are adequate. Had the participation 
peiiod been louirer in several cases, the financial picture 
wouUMiavc been difierent, and no doubt additioi^al funds 
needed, 

rVMt MfCIIIGAX 

We believe, however, Oiat these funds are not adequate for 
two reasons, 

1, We have been informed by tiie FSDA *hat no new 
pro^ri-ains sluiuld be approved berause of the lack of 
funds and that this i^ substantiated bv, 

2. Mu;!h to do that is ourreiitly bcin<»- raised bv othtf 
a.ireneu>: Tfead Start prosramv- in particular to' substi- 
tute Sectiou funds for food budirets previously pro- 
vided ti:rf)uj:li OKO, o.- other a^reiieios 
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FKOM OKLAHOMA 

AVe stopped taking applications, aF tlie Federal agency 
advised us not to expand. We have had a number of in- 
fpiiries and gave a negative answer. It seems that some are 
in trouble because other sources of help have withdrawn, 

I was of course conrmicd about the fact that tliere were a number 
of States that would be running out of funds before the end of the 
-■school year, I wrote to tlie Department asking what steps they would 
take to request supplemental fimds to help these States. 

In letters of December 3 and 7, and in subsequent tele- 
p^ 'Mie calls, the Department indicated thai it would be transferring 
ftuids from States which would not use all of their allotment to those 
whidi had deficiencies. I have just received a letter and table from -\s- 
siritant Secretary of Agriculture Richard Lyng — and I would like to 
enter this in the hearing record — whicli state? (hat the Department is in 
a position — at the end of the school year and after a great deal of un- 
certainty — ^to "reposition funds to cover [the deficient States] full 
IfiscalJ 1072 year round funding needs," necessary to maintain their 
ppringof 1071 rate. 

Senator Kknxkdy, That letter \\ :M be made a part of the record.'^ 

>rr. Vaxik* Something is obviously in error here. As I said above, 
28 States replied to my ])ol] of last December— many States lunr their 
Sect ion i:] programs run directly by the Ih i)artmen't and this accounts 
for the failure to obtain a larger response. 

Nineteen of those States in<licated deficiencies over what fhey needed 
and cojild have properly used. Using proportions, if all ."iO States had 
been able to respond, PA States would have reported deficiencies and 
inadeqiinte levels of Federal support. 

Yet tlie Department's letter of June b'^th says that States had 
smpluses. 

^Ir. Chairman, I hope your connnittee and its staff will £rot to the 
bottom of this discrepancy, because the leports I have received from 
the various State agencies are in direct conflict with what v.e are told 
by Ajrrioulture. 

I don't believe there are 30 State.^ with "surpluses." The surpluses 
have been created by orders from the Depart uient of Agricultnie to (lis- 
(roiH'age and deny applications. 

Theivfore, yesterday I called a innnher of State directors to de- 
tennin*» whether the ••repositioning" of fimds met their needs to ••main- 
tain 0])crations at the 107i rate" and whether it met iKeir real needi-*. 

It was only possible to check a few States in this short tinu» that I 
had: but, I would like to list here seveial of the comments I re^'^jr.Vii, 
In general, the repositioning of fund.^; prevented any State.^, such as 
^fassachusett.s, from terminating or reducing the reimbursement r f 
flu»ir ".ipproved'- programs. 

• I\Kmsrrioxixo" CAVsn) Dr.NFAi. or PuofiUAMS 

The imanimous com]daint of Mie ,*^tate directors whom I called 
yesterday was that they bad been forced to deny worthy programs and 
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children in need. Also, that they expected that they would have to do 
so again next fall. The real need was not met. 

ARIZONA 

Thirty program sites denied; approximately 1,000 eligible 
children unserved. 

CALIFORNIA 

Despite a repositioning of $154,620, the State has a deficit 
of tius past school year's operations of $162,750, which thev 
hope" the Department will cover. Total allotment to Cali- 
fornia to date has been about $0.5 million; next year thej 
could easily use $1 million, if the needs of their low-income 
children are to be met. 

COLORADO 

Twenty-three program sites on a "waiting list" involving 
1,000 children. ^ ^ 

HARTLAND 

Thirty-four programs denied involving 1,000 children, 

MASSACHXTSETTS 

Basic allotment, $248,512; repositioning $91,892— still 
leavmg a deficit of $40,000. Applications "worth $350,000 
denied. 

MICHIGAN 

Thirty programs denied, approximately 750 children 
unserved. 

MINNESOTA 

A large number of applications in the "pend'r.^" file, with 
many "discouraged" from even applying. 

In considering these denials, it should remembered that the 
Department did not spend dl the money appropriated for fiscal year 
19TQ. 

Yot there is another point, Mr- Chairman. TJndor the law, as you 
Know, (he fnnds in Soction arc available to the Department of 
A^rricultnre for use in this pro/rnim. However, instead of iisino: these 
innds ill this prOirram to Provide nntrition and irrowth and health 
to childron, tbe Deparfnionfc of A^rricnltnre mana^red to pass a bill in 
the Honsc of Jteproseiita rives that would Mse the Section 32 funds to 
replenish the forests which are being harvested out of the national 
flomain. 

Xow, crrtahily. children arc as important as tnu^s. and T think that 
we on£rht to look very, very oarcfnllv at the shiftiii^? emphasis on 
wliere t'lo real needs ondit to bo. T think the trees that are harvested 
oijijlit to he replaced, but they shonld be replaced by those who have 
»'nt then. 

Thi'v slioT-ld o.'.rry tliat. burden as part of their overhejid expense 
instordi of nsinir Soction 32. which bolonrr to the total resources of the 
country, in this special program. 
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Senator Kennedt. Congressman, I don't understand that trees 
business, and 

Plant Trees Instead of Feeding CaiLDREN 

Mr, Vanik. Well, you see, the Depar^^ment o:' Agriculture has au- 
thority to use funds irom the Section 32 tariff accumulations for the 
conduct of this program. They have elected not to do it. Instead, the 
Department is planning to use these funds, which are created through 
tariff accumulations, to stimulate the replantings of forests, of the 
national domain, which we are allowing private industry to cut down. 
Instead of making private industry replace the trees as they are cut 
in the national forests, they are tating these Section 32 funds which 
otherwise would be available for these food programs. They are using 
these funds to replenish and reconstitute the forests, which are being 
cut down, as a part of the reforestation program of the country. 

Senator Kennedy, Doesn't it sujjgest that the timber interests are 
iporc powerful t ha n the hungiy ? 

Mr, V,vNiK. That is precisely the point. It is $75 million in the first 
bite, and tliey are planning on taking more. This bill will shortly be 
before the Senate, You are absolutely correct. The lunil^crnien of 
America are more snccossful in gettiiifj; the uf=e of these funds than arc 
the people who adniinihter the various food programs. 

Senator Kennedy, Can you tell me whereabouts is the legislation ? Is 
it in appropriations? 

Mr. V ANTIC. Th:- bill passed the House of Representatives 3 weeks 
ago. I think it is a bill which shonldbe very- carefully reviewed by the 
Senate and by the committees, because w^iat it amounts to is a diversion 
of not general fund moneys, bnt tariff proceed?; to a special industry 
program. 

It was reported out and i ccomnicndcd by the Agriculture Commit- 
tee of tlie House of Kepi esentati ves, 

Xot only is past funding inadequate, but it is my understanding that 
in fiscal 107-3— that is, for tlic school year programs beginning in Sep- 
tember—those 30 States which had ''surplus funds" will be able to 
accent new applications and programs,. However, the States .yith the 
deficiencies — ^enernlly the Inr^re urban Sfatc^- like Jl:i>s;irh!i?efts :uid 
\e\v York, with the most critical concentration of poverty — wili not 
be able to expand tlieir programs over their lUJ'l rale whi<'h is iKo 
total they were allotted, plus what t!iey received fiom repositioning, 

*iVhat is stnictnred in the pi'esi»nt policies of the adniinistratioji is 
an attrition, a cutback in this program. 

It is obvious fro: • these letters ai\d telephone calls that the need 
is ; ot being inet> — tlut real funding money is approximately $100 mil- 
lion. It is probable tiiat full and open funding of the present year- 
round pi'ograi*^s would run between $:>2 and S 40 million. 

In addition, migrant labor children appeiii- to have been hugely ig- 
nored by the administrators of Section 13, perliaps because they doii'f 
quite iv. into a roirular school year of sumincr program "time schwlnle, ' 

Up 10 $10 million is needed to meet the needs of this particular lo^v- 
income gtoup. It also appeal's that a-goodjLleal of Title I Klenientary 
and Secondary Educatijn Act money, designed for the educatioii ot 
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clii)di'on. is ^Jpoiit on food to improve their alertness. I think that was 
hronght out by the previous witnesses ^rom the State of Massachusetts. 
Much of tliis expend-'inre, perliaps as nuich as $:]0 niilHou, coiihl he 
picked up by .Section and the Title I money saved for more teachers. 

Finally, ami I would like to make a sp(»cial' point of this, a great ileal 
of Head Start money is being spent on ff)od— reducing the amount 
available for this preschool enrichment program. The §vJO million or 
so of Head Stait nioiiey being .spent on ff)od could, and shoukl, be 
picked up by Section 18^ Tliis is where the program belongs. 

As I stated, at the beginning of my testimony .'Section 13 was sp(»cif - 
icalh- designed to use the expertness and resources of the Department 
of Agricul* .re to help make programs like Head Start a success. Yet 
against the dirc^ct will of the Congress, on November 12. tlie 
D'^partment of Agriculture issued a ruling d(?claring that Head Start 
proj(»cts not f mided b(»fore Xovcjuber 1. are ineligible to part ci- 
pate in Section IX 

Thus. Head Start. Mhich has had a relatively stabh; budget foi- the 
last 2 years, has suttered by b(»ing unabl(» to take advantage of the 
.Section l:^ pro.jram — and the ne(»d for funding of Section 1:) has bee?! 
und(»i-state(i. 

Intknt of Coxoress fok Sr.rno^' 13 

-•JUjtirWiAt JClijs was not the intention of the (Vmgress when this bill 
passed. I would like to place in the record the Houses Repoit on M)nie 
of the debate on the floor of the l!ous<' Avhich indicates that the Head 
Siait children wei-e to be aided by tb(» Section 13 progi-am. 

Pffcont C<iiij:res*iiona1 provisions stress day-onn* fadlitios* in the Moili-I I'itics 
projrrani, hi the authority {:rantc(l the Office of Kcoi'oniic Owwrtunity . . . 

In the debate on th(» floor of tlu^ IIou.se, T stated that eligible .ser vice* 
inrjtitntions included Head Start centers and that : 

With I he a'lveiit of Hend Start aijd other Day Care centeri; it has !»e<<iiiH» 
nd'uinistrativcly feasible to originate an early cliildhood nutrition proKraui to 
prcjvidr an a«Jec|Uate diet for America's disudvantn^trd chndren heforo irrepanihle 
dainngc is done. 

.Several other Meniher.s referred to the passage of the bill in connection 
with Ilead .Start needs and experiences. On the .Senate floor, .^^enator 
Muskie indu led Ilead Start childrcMi among the numbers of tho,-.-e who 
M'onld h(» helped by .Section 13 while Senator Yai'borougl! »<;ferred to 
Section IHasa "pbysieal Head Start piogram." 

In li*:ht of this legislative lii.story. it is iuiperative that the l>(»part- 
meiit withdraw its VM\i) regulatio!is. Certainly new child-feeding legis- 
lation, which is b(»ing considered by the House Kducation and Lahoi* 
Comnuttee. m ist make it clear that Head i^tart programs are to he 
a^>•iste(l by Section l^-typc? programs. 

A^few minutes ago you asked one of the witness(»s wheth(»r thc.-(» pro- 
granVs should be maudatory. 1 belicv«» that the feeding of the hungry 
children of America is speh an ini])(Htant program that the speufliMg 
for the.<:o progianis should be inadc* mandatory — a mand i^ory obliga- 
t u n of the D(»partment o{ Agriculture. 

I want to thank you for your time. In conclusion I want to state 
that 'Pvars ago, tlie President said that it was his goal. **. . . to end 
hunger in America for all timcv' I njight add that, 40 years ago. one 
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of Ko().-:evelt's top advi.seis .said that, **IIunger is not debatable . . /' 
Yet here wo are debating it. ^ 

Jt wouhl be my hope, therefore, that your conimittec will continue 
its vejv fine efforts to suggest improvements in legislative language, 
to insure that these various food programs receive a more adequate 
lev(»l of funding— and a better quality of adininisti ation. 

\ nii'dit sav. Mr. Chairman— in the nature of a desperate appeal- 
that tins vital' program, this Section 13 program, in my judgment is 
sei'iouslv threatened unless voiir committee can point up some of the 
gieat need for its adequate fiunling; and for the adoption of regida- 
Hons bv the Department which are going to make the program mean- 
ingful : to carry out the will of Congress. 

Senatf r Kenm:dv. It is a very Hue stat(»ment. Congressman. Ami, 
as the real mover in the Congress on this whole program, to hear your 
definition of the authority and intent and legislative history. Ol 
cour.^e. It is enormoiislv valuable: and. it cei-tainly was my und r- 
standing, as this legislation was developed, that was the intention. 
What wo liavc seen is that intention corrupted by administrative 
bureaucra< v and the propounding of various regulations. 

So I want to express appreciation for your coinmonts liere. I also 
think thai vour comment— that we should mandate those programs 
tli'» money for tluuu— is a very worthwhile suggestion. We do thr 
in tlie Hill-Burton program, and there is really no reason that we 
should not do it on this. Parficularly, friven the track record of recent 
y(»ars: which quite clearly, as you pointed out, frustrates the whole 
'int(»nt ion and priorities of Congress. ^ . 

With the i^l35 million available under Public Law 92-32, the Section 
V/l funds, and the million budget request,, plus the extra money 
promised for the siunnier. we could do all that you have descri})ed 
under Sect ion i:). Woul I you agree ? 

.Mr. Vanik. Yes, we could carry this out, and meet the sanctions 
(»f Section K^. , . , , • 

Senator Kexn'edv. Could you tell us a little bit about this program, 
as a. worked in your own district, and the administration of it^ Has 
it worked pretty eff(*ftivcly, or have you hc;iid, from some of your 
pcoi>le who have been admnrstrating the program, their frustrations 
as well ? 

Fm.sruATKJNs son Smam. i^iiooiiA.Ms 

Mr. Vaniiv. WelK I might say, Mr. Chairman, tlnit we have had 
; II of the reports of frnstrati jr.s that you have heaid this morning. 
1 was wondering if I might have Mr. Vaugh.: give you .some of the 
c( MUnent that we have had. 

Mr. Vat-ciix. We have the city of East Cleveland in the Congress- 
mans District. Last .luly and August, they ran a progr:.in. a very 
excellent program, and tliey have not yet been reimbursed. It is just 
$-J,Ki:3 that th^y a»*c still waiting for, but' they have been writing 
regularly to the D</partnient once a month beca'ise they need the 
money. 

Luk year, v.-e had a typical sitnation in the case of Western Reserve 
rniv'.M-.iity, which attempts to run pil of -projects to educate and feed 
lov.-inc(aue children. Beca.i.-e of the late funding and the regulations 
of the Department, Ihey did not go*^ started until last July. 



They asked for $10,000, but they were only able to spend $1,400 
be-jiuse they got started late. Therefore, they were told in April, that, 
11'^ • regulations they would be only allotted $1,400; and 

thit thoir program, which was expanding, would not be able to get 
the extra money. ^ 

Only in about the last 2 weeks did some extra money come through. 
situatioT ^^^"^^'^^^"S confusion and just an impossible budget 

^ Mr. Vaxik. It appc ars then, from what we have been able to develop 
m our own communities, that it is a deliberate administrative effort to 
sabotage the legislative purposes of Section 13. 

It IS a very unsympathetic administration of the law, and I think, 
under these conditions, it behooves Congress to probably mandate 
the administration of these programs and take away /ome of the dis- 
cretionary power to erode and destroy these programs bv administra- 
tive action. ^ 

It certainly misuses the mandates of Congress and the legislative 
processes. *^ 

Senator Kexxedy, What is the impact of requiring reimbursement 
or, rather, of holding it up for a period of time, mavbe 6 months or 
longer, to nonprofit groupp ? 

What does that do i o tin ir programs ? 

Mr, VAuoyx. In the case of Western Reserve, which is certainly 
nonprofit, It created a tremendous confusion. 

Senator Kenkedt. Do you mean that some which are nonprofit 
conld nnt do it. because they don't have the capital to do it? 

3lr. V \yiK, That is right. They will drop the program and this 
program is so essential. Here we are going into a tremendous program 
of Day Care, and this is such an integral part of it. There can't possibly 
be a successful .3ay Care program without an implementation of Sec- 
tion funds to provide for the nutrition Uiat these young people will 
need under the Day Care program. 

So, on one hand, we are appropriating and planning tremendous 
programs^of Day Care in order to convert people and lift thorn from 
their welfare status to a better station in society. Then, on tne other 
hand, we are denying the young people involved the od, the nutri- 
tion which is absolutely the prime requisite for the success of any of 
the^e other programs. 

Senator Kknxedy, Congressmr.n, next year v;e have the requiting of 
that, I mean the School Lunch Program, the Section 13 provisions come 
up next year and I .-uppose we will have an opportunity then, 

Mr, Va:ok, We dia come up with some language which provided 
for a rewriting, to which I would direct your attention. 

Those are set out in H,R. 14896,* whicli I know you have. We must 
bo mindful of what they are doing to this prc^an^, and I don't think 
that H.R, 14801 has mandated the program, 

I think it is open funding, and I believe that is incomplete. It 
would be my h ' ♦hat. over on this side, you might mandate and com- 
plement this le^ .ation, which is open funded, by mandnting the 
expenditures withm the categories of need. 

*See Appendix 2, p. 609, 
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Because ther are so easily defined. It is the welfare people and the 
working poor! There is no problem oi identifying the people who 
would deser JO the entitlement under tais program. 

Senator ^Kexxedy. Thank J'Ou very much, Congressman. We are 
going to hear ftom the administration tomorrow. 

Mr. Vanik. Thank you very much. 

Senator Kennedy. We will look forward to huT ing their response. 

The committee is in recess, to reconvene on I'hursaay at 10 a.m. 

(^Vllereupon at 12 :15 p.m., the Select Committee was recessed, to 
reconvene at 10/a.m., on June 22, 1972, in room 6202 of the New 
Senate Office Building.) 
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1971 S\ OP prccrams w«re In {k\ planned, proposed an) operatM t>y croups drawn from anS r«prcs«ntatlw 
ot tM coromunllles belfC served. 

Az<H\jcT sirencth tn this plar^^lne process 1^ tha: It fna^<f^ it po^sibl^ <'or progratu operated ona 
ahort tern, summer -time -onl) basis to he continue'} >ear-rou»J, IT extertf tve evaluation iridicates tfal 
the procratT) ^aa sufttc'.ent merit to warrant such extension and L' ir« procran lends llsei; to twalve* 
mcAth operation. 

Certain rcflneiTKnts of the pUrmtng process can be acro?rplls}e<^, of !ourse, and >o:»e of these 
wiu be In effect for t*;e W2 projrani. For example, the cjtr lioard staff and Planning Com littee will 
be better Inforr;e<J about sorw other Irrpcrtant community programi alfectin; >o«tfc, son* at wnt<*j haw 
developed during the past >ear. TN>lr presence may indicate the ri^eJ fof a sMft 'r. iCeec.'aphkal or pro- 
sranmtne emphasis. Also, the staff and planning bodv will w n a better position to jyJ?e tr* talents 
and capabilities of many of the organizations or agencies expected to submit propocal5, because of the 
evaluations of their ld:i perfortnances. 

After tfje planntnc process had been completed, a weij.rounded packaee bad been eloped, iK.t tr« 
sources of ftndtrv to allow tJ-e Implementation of this package was still unknavn. Vouth Board staff now 
concentrated Its efforts on flndtw; the mov) with wfikh to finance the rnan> prograrriS ttuirad Wtn deemed 
necessary b-; »ll involved In the planning. Thesr elforts were ri*Ar.Jed wt>en several m'.Jf-r grants *ere 
provided allowing tmplenwntatlon tji the entire package. Ihe lartest {rarst .yas recei\cd fromf^* Office 
of Crime Control Plannlnc. A one miUion four hundred thousand dollar jrant t>as approved b> that State 
agency, allowixig a loodly portion of tl* program to be finariced. The Co.nwnH> Creit, whki. ha* been 
most cooperative tn Summer ^outh Opportunity Program* for .the last r*o >ears, provUe^. one hundred 
ninety thousand dollars for the operation ofanjrovedPed feat^ier a;eoc> programs. Itt City of Rochester 
provided one hundre'J tiousasJ dollars, in addition to these 'naior f inane lil lifts, many other* contributed 
aifnlficartly. indlvtdtfal orcaoiJUitlons provided 25< of the byd^ets for their y«ar-round program. 0*her 
arranecmentf we'e made whereas certain areoci^s prc«rlded some funds to certain programs. 

Experience prove! that i 'eal merl' 'n funding s\OP from a varlet> of sources, more morar> 

ts usually frrihcominp; each far/ilnif t-cdy has ti* opPOTtuntt> toaupport tho*e progrartvi that best fit tts 
philoscph); and broadl> bast-d comm mit\ planntne is more llkelj tojccur. This mulUpllclt> of funding 
sojrces ts a healthj condition l^at shojW aei will be encouraged in future >ear5. 

One major prnblf m o( the l3»:i ^^op titat cave rise to nunwrous oth»»r difficulties was the date at 
whl'h funiiii; «as ar.nevnred. I>-je cjrcjT^tarwjes bejonl any local control, It was late in June before 
assurances were liven ttat certain proj^^ts would t* abk* to operate. A* is pointed out in a vartet> of 
tfie Individual pro^ct e\aluatlm\, this i^d a \er_\ real, \«r\ large, \er> negative effect on the aMll|\ 
of itie project toachteve the stated ot jecti.ei. 

^or example, thi* o^*ertalnty made u impoi^sible for operatimt agencies to recruit staff tn time to 
be i4sur»^ of jjeitinc tn^ lest people; staif hired at t^« last mim^te co-jW not le jule<juit«»h trained; and 
staff could M l* involve J Intf* preliminary plannln; that ts vital to a well organized proKfam operation. 

Tikis b a major draw«a'-k in tt* Youti, Opportunity PrCKrai.,, and will require n»ich allt-nt ion In 
the preparation of 1072 pockace. Local f'ihdtng <ourcpA n-^sl t-^ crKwraeeJ to make their Intentions 
kn{wn early, and the 00<,P must le peiit'ons^i iocorisi^fr a^l decide on aPPllcationj; earl/ enough to 
permit efftcleni »mplefnentaiicr. Of all the difficulties faced b> the 1571 S\OP, ire lateness of fundit« 
was basically respoa^tble for more problems at the program operaiir^ level than an> other single factor. 

The additional administrative aret supervisor) persxnel made avallat)le Jn^ll by part of the OCCP 
grant prcvldea an essential servlcetotheertire sumTier and jear-roind procram ^ckase. The advantages 
prcBTlded b> this kind of professional ource cannot beoveiraieJ. Tl* ad'Utional staff n»mt)er5 were 
highly Instrumental In making the *ntire program a success. The Prcs ram Specialists, along with 
Assistant Youth Coordinators, made It possible for the Board to be familiar with each project on ilmcsi 
a dail> basis, iiils provided the opportunlt> for reviewing trouble Miuaiions before they became insur- 
mountable, and also made possible a conllnuinf; dialogue betwven program operators and overall admin* 
isiraiofs. Th* ftrancial staff, made up during the summer of four field auditors, provided enormous 
assistance to the pffcram operators In the preparation of their required f inane Ul documents. TWs in 
turn helped t!ie \ with j<oard k^ep more accurate records and to document expenses m\Kh more adequate!) 
and successfully than had t«>n done In the past. 

^or tfie ^fficJ«>K <x*rati<vft of a program costing well over a million and a half dollars, a qualified 
sUff of suffi< :tnt si« is mandator;, without the admlntstratirt grant from OCCP, the \outh Doard could 
not have provj-Jcd jtn-Mce to the SY OP programs, rt ts essential that this kind of supervisory capabiUtv be 
sought and rradc avjlialle aeain. 

Tlie \<x'ih Dourd staff Is nw In tfw process of planning for 1372. Much attention is leir^ given to 
areas where iir.proi^ment is needed, wh<»re problems wer^ encountered, 2ni nher* a better Job of servlf^: 
commijnlt\ voulh can t* done. Wearecofiiident that tte fine exp^rlenc^ d 1371 will result In an e\en i«ttcr 
aft"} more '■omyWe !:>72 Vouth Opportunitv i>ro«ram. 
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SUMMER YOUTH OPPORTUNITY 
PROGRAM, COMMITTEE 



Joseph Ferrari. President. Monroe County Legislature, Honorary Chairman 

Stephen May. Mayor. City of Rochester, Honorary Chairman 

Cornelius J. Murphy. Secretary-Treasurer, City-County Youth Board. Chairman 

Mrs. Jerry Riordan, Budget Director. Community Chest 

Edward Croft, Executive Director, Rochester Jobs. Inc. 

James Dunphey. Director. Citizens PJannInO Council 

James McCulter, Executive Director, Action for a Better Community 

Harvoy Robinson, Fleid Representative, New York State Division for Youth 

Jamos Sebaste, Assistant Superintendent of Vocational Education. Rochester City School Board 

Mrs. John Lawless, Chaimian, City-County Youth Board 

Lyndon H. Wells, Vice-Chalrman, City-County Youth Board 

Mr. Charles Fitzglbbon, 2nd Vice-Chalrman, City-County Youth Board 

Mrs. Burton Kaplan, Executive Committee, City-County Youth Board 

Jay M. Friedman. Ext^utive Committee. City-County Youth Board 



SUMMER YOUTH OPPORTUNITY 
PROGRAM, STAFF 



William J. Bub. Jr. 
Youth Coordinator 
Director, City -County Youth Board 



Rochelie White 
Program Specialist 



Alfred J. Sette. Jr. 
Staff Director 

Deputy Director, City-County Youth Board 



Sharon BecKman 
Program Specialist 



Reecy Davis, Jr. 

Summer Youth Opportunity Program Director 
City-County Youth Board 



A*v)SISTANTS TO THE YOUTH COORDINATOR 
John Blackw^ii 
Carolyn Silas 
Stanley Staff ncy 



T 



519 



SUMMER YOUTH OPPORTUNITY PROGRAM 
FINAL REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR 1971 



PROJECT 


OPFRATIVG AGENCY 


SOURCE OF FUNDS 


TOTAL 


• ROJECl 
': JTAt 


Communijv ^outhScivtce* 


^ MaiiSewS Church 


OCCP 
In Kind 


$ 


ii.jjnw 
1.4:6 66 


$ i:.?56 66 


Vouth Uni\ei«jt; 




"OCCP 
In kind 


S 
$ 


6 4?o ?^ 
6«?60 


$ 7. J 04 36 




Lewi* S!reel Cemer 


In-Kmd 


$ 




$ v.; 1 2,42 




FIGHT 


OCCP 
In Kind 


5 


4 :9S 99 


$ 11 15? 17 


St \D VojJh 


M \D 


OCCP 
In*Kimt 


$ 
$ 


6>67,1? 


S S.7t'7 64 


S'ev* lifeCotifiiil 


Bavten Stre« 


OCCP 
In Kind 


$ 
\ 


1^426 09 


$ itm K2 


1 (Juc K Cultufat CnrKhiPtnt 


Ib^ro-AnwriCjn 
\.-!ton I eap-e 


OCCP 
'n-Kind 


$ 52.500 «0 


$ <««5?.n 


Manm Lu'Hei Kin^ 


Si {-iincivXaTier 


OCCP 
in Kind 


s 
s 


411 


5 n 146 57 


Coiyminiiv lutoiA 




OCCP 
li kind 


s 
$ 


} * M fO 






OJftcc of Humjn Develop 


OCCP 


$ 


10 ft'*^ % 


J06WS3 


FJiK Jnooal Oppoftunily 


Sjjte l'iitvef»ii> of N V 
At B rot. Iron 


OCCP 








Pf'<fjiin 


OplWni Oper lr>c 


OCCP 


^ 


•/ ^)^6 <»9 


$ -.0So99 


Voinh S«mm«r Seminar 
in Man'^jWfT'eni Tratnmg 


SCIC 


OCCP 


s 






Siimm«r Sou J S;hocl 


CalvarvSt \ndrev "'fwh 


OCCP 


$ 


(•1 s<; :o 


5 :o 


})}dck leens 


IIGIII AHC 


(X'CP 


$ 




$ I<9 2> 


K*\ better Prcs<nu 


Cit> Kccieaiwn 


ccc.^ 






$ |!<,»:7 7» 




Ct{\ Kecrejuon 


OCCP 






<.ofnnninu> Pla> 1 Ots 


C»t> KeireaJion 


OCCP 




SI 40 


5 M/5:40 


Junior SfXMt* 


City kecreaiion 


OCCP 






$ J?.!f»S7 


R«rerftion AiJck 


Ci'v Kevfeaticn 


OC?^"* 


5 


14 l^ijl 5? 


$ I4.WJ<.5? 


llofitdo^^n Bcjiut>fic»tK>n 


Cn> Recreition 


OCCP 






$ 2\22^<>3 


Cofiuiat Wcikkhop* 


Cit> Kecreation 


OCCP 


$ 


:6,9:oo6 




K« ProKftv AJminislranon 


Cilv Recreaiton 


OCCP 


$ 




$ IMI<.0I 


TnpCcnicr 


Cii> Cowntv Yw«h Board 


OCCP 
Ciiv 


< 


ou 


$ 85.242 2? 


SVOP Adminivtrsition 


Citv County \ ooth Bojfd 


OCCP 

Citv 

C(«ur1> 




17 5<j: 42 
? 44 < Ht 
5 44 \ M) 




WeMiiJe Summer Fun 


YMCA 


CommtiniiyChc*t 


S 




$ 4K6?,7; 


Chafks Sommer AkHvitic* 


Chailes Scnfement Uou^* 


C ommunitv C he\? 




I,7S4 


i 1 7y: 60 


Chark* Hmtsc 
Advanced Oav Ctmp 


Ch.iile» settlement Umyc 


Comrrurit> Che*t 




1 


« 2 »22 
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PROJECT 


OPSRATINC AGENCY 


SOURCE OF Ft'VDS 


st*«. 

TOTAL 


FROJtCT 
TOTAt 


Summer Hejiih Inforination 


Heart A%<(xiatK>n 


Commufnt\ CheM 


S 


6J8Lt(> 




SiJf imtr Kun 


Cull Scouts and 
Cene^e Valley. Inc. 


Comniumi^ Ci cM 




s ;io76-j; 




>WCA 


Comn>iift!i CheM 


s 






VMCA .Sorthej>i 


> MCA 


ComniUnrt\ CheM 




nwj 47 


$ 13.944 41" 


VMCA Voiiih Fmj>lo ment 


VMCA 


Commtinu) Che*t 


s 


- 95 ■» J5 


$ 4.vj4:5 




VMCA 


Commi.n!iy Chc*t 


s 


10 Mf, 3« 


* I0M(S 3< 




Le»u Street Cenler 


Commurmy Che'M 


s 




$ fM7<73 


Prpyci Cf an ip 


CatholMr family Center 


Commumiy CJkM 




n o; 


< 11 Aim; 


Emergency r«rnilure 
Replacement 


CatMicf-^imilv Center 


foniniuf ii> ( 


s 




' ^ ntiO 0() 


Sumirer SeiUement Art^ 


H«xh\tetn Mu.mc School 


Commufuty Cbfrt 


$ 






Pieil Ptrvr Rovjng 


Mtwff (HWiv Neijth Ctr 


C<Kn*jiumt> ( he^t 


s 


1 W9 47 


S 3 47 


l*»e<J I'ipef 
5A^ VfjfOrjv 


IJ«der>,Sl Settlement 
BaJenSt Serdemeni 


Commumiv Ch<\t 
Commyniu Chest 


s 
s 


Jt.7M 7ft 
4 7W 17 


5 »7Ht7f> 
$ 4 7(<.y|7 


Kiic<tptijer> 
I OPS 


K'\he>tf r fife Dept 
K.KheMer ^<Jkc DepI 


RotbcMerJotn Inc 
Rochester JoS ,ne 




$ 10^7^* 
$ 3')7I'*53 


Leafmng Nom 


K<v.heMer S'orthca^t 
De^fJopment 


Cily 


s 


i-».7n jtv 


S l-»7M "» 


I'roje^l Cj^tf! 




City 


$ 






1 «pjn HH1 Summer D^y Cjmr 


1 *»>t^Kle Community Houvc 


C.ly 




M% 7; 


$ 3,196 




Sonh Area Develop 
'•h MAI) 




$ 
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Menur He«l!h 


M>nijiHejtthC'hjpt 

I'f-lllh A>MKMtKm 


C.ly 


$ 






Teen Diop-inCenter 


S< f<nc.»i f)ivtfKt Council 


Cuv 


s 


7 7X* 


i 7 7K3 <,4 


Summer V<njth.Sport> 


Sute l/ntxerMty of N V 
-t I(f(\lpor1 


Cit^ 








Interkfnttoft I'roffjm 


LnuefMjyof Kiiche^er 
Oef^ of >\>(hi^(>j;y 


Cii> 


s 


^ 27» :< 


$ 3,27«2J 


C^mpl'ducaimn 

& Culfiiral LnrKhment 




C.l> 


$ 


5.17< l» 


S 5,!73 n 



Ctty County Vwth BoarJ 



OCCP 



FINAL EXPENDITURES BY 
SOURCE OF FUNDS 

OFFICE OF CRIME CONTROL PLANNING S598 444 96 

COMMUNITY CHEST $ | 55 434 76 

ROCHESTER JOBS. INC. S 4901932 

COUNTY OF MONROE $ 5.443.'80 

IN. KIND (OPEFAriNG AGENCIES) % 31 Sft-^Sft 

CITY OF ROCHESTER S gI.QgIab 

TOTAL $9 11 194.67 
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1971 ADMINISTRATIVE EVALUATION 



Ti» »71 sumiwr Vouth OpporhinM> Profrim was In every respecJ (he l*rce«t taJ most successfsl 
yet coinp)et«<}f More youths were served, more Programs were operated, more money was spent aada 
broader ranee at bewdts was accompllsried than ever beforet NaiuraUyf improve meoU can and wlU 
made In future ^-etrst However, the Youth Board and the commvmlty cAn rtfkct upon tAe 1971 SYOP with 
prtde and a sense ctf a job well done. 

The time has come to drop the "^*' fromSYOP: to aeknoMrledfe the Importance of a cent Iwous 
planntnc process for a >«ar 'round Vouth Opportunity Prccranu 

In 196tand 19€9, the Vouth Doard provided staff assistance to the City Manacer's cf ice in administer- 
inc the Sjmmer Vouth Opportunity Proframt In the Vouth Boar<t Zsecuttve Director was appointed 
•Vouth Coordinator by the City at Rochester and the County of Moor oe. From tt»t point to the Pr« sent, 
the Vouth Board's fornul tivj Informal isrolvement with SYOP has been year •round. (>» the basis of 
evaluations performed durlnc the summer of 19 7o. it was determined that several prorrams were worthy 
of coitlmied support during tne school >Tar an) thereafter* Thus, Vouth Board <taff have ixen cootlmiously 
InvoKed since the summer of 1970 tn seekbc funding and prov id 1 n( (uldance and staff attention required 
by a ruml«r of programs that grew from summer • only projects to full fledjed, year-round operations. 

In 1971, the Vouth Board assumed fuU responsibility for SYOP when the Board was formally deslfoated 
by the Mayor of the city of l^ochester and the Mamcer of the County of Monroe to assume the offlcUl 
leadership role In pUnnlr£ the S\'OP program, and the \oAh Board Executive Director was reappointed 
to the role of Vouth Coordinator. 

FoUwlne the mnouncement o.' these responsibilities, a Vouth Board sub -committee was created 
that included representatives fror. other planning, fundlne and opervtlnc bodies in the communltx In 
addition to the ^outh Board. This sub-committee acted as the Sum*. ler Youth Opportunity Prccram 
Planning Committee, providing the vehicle l)y which truly coordinated community plannlnc of youth activities 
could he ctrrJed ast. It Is recommended thtt this committee strwture be repeated In future youth oppor- 
tunltv progrtm planning. 

Amone the first tasks of the S\OP r'mninc Committee were the esUbUshment of priorities and 
criteria aftlnst which progrtm proposals c ild be judced, and the adoption of a Cemral method a' oper- 
ation to ctrry the profrsm throoch the comlnc tnonths. . 

After the PUnnInc Committee had accomplished these early, basic chores, the Vo-Jth Board staff * 
accelerated its efforts to develop the test possible proRrtm for thu 1971 project, in I-ebruary, r/oject 
propoiaU were solicited from acencles and oricanlzations In the c >mmjnlty for consideration a^ part of 
the ff/eraU Vo^rth opportunity Program. These included twelve- month proposals as weU special 
summer protrams. An earlier deadline at this jurctur* would have been helpful, providlnc additional 
time for the review process and. It is hoped, rMbllnf the earlier as$*mbly of the entire 5V0P packa<e« 
This In turn would permit an earlier start to the 'arch for funding. 

The Community Che-t of I'ochester and Monroe County, which funds Red Feather orcanlzat Ions 
and wfllch has pUyed a slenlflcant part in p^* lows Summer Vouth Opportunity Proerams, cooperated 
by followine the procedure outlined forSVOP j;'*<«tes. Chest supported agencies used the same appltcatloo 
fwms, suhmlttlnc their proposals to the Ch^si for flMncUt review. The Chest then forwarded a U of the 
proposals to {he SYOP pUruilng body for consideration along with other non-Chest proposals In the context 
with the total >outh prosiam. 

Itch proposal that was received was assigned to one or tnother Youth Board staff member, who 
filled out an assessment form on It. These forms placed various elements of the proposals In uniform 
order and permitted more meanlneful comparisons, au assessment forms were then revleiwd at staff 
meetings, wnere additions or correctla« were made If needed. If it was apparent tl«t a proposal failed 
to follow the tiasic priorities established by the SVOP PUnnlf* Committee, it was rejected at this time. 
The proposal* and assessnvrnt forms were then malWd to SYOP Plannlnc Committee members, aloi« with 
a succested priority ratine. The package that was ultimately proposed by the PUnnlng Committee was 
reviewed by nelchboi-hood groups an) community orcanltatlons from the areas affec^ by the prccram. 
The project proposab that survived tht<» final e xtmimt ion were then submitted to various fund Im bodies 
for their cons Ideratl^ 

This pUnnlne process Is esstnlUlly sound. It permits true community pUnnlf*, In that the many 
dhrerse grojps affected by the S^'OP, whether at the plannlnr, fundlnc or operatl(« level, were kept In- 
volved anl Infornvvl >t ever> sta^e. 

O.ie direct result of tWs local Involvement, and one of the strong points of the entire SYOP program, 
was that residents of the tsrget area were able to perceive ways In which the> them'^Kes could work 
effectively to Improve their environment, and to nuke specific program voposals. Avast majority of 
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1971 SVOP prccrimi w^re in tiz\ pbnnedi proposed operatw Dy croups drawn from and repres«math* 
ot t^ie communities bein^ scrvH« 

Another ^tret^th in this pur^inc Process L-« t>jtt it fnik<:5 it pot^slbl^ Tor prosntiu of^rMtKm 
•hort term, summer -tlm*-cnl>' twsls tot* c<yiti»je<2 >ear-ro«ivl» L' t»-e extensive evaluation fridicates tUt 
the prOKfim has sufflc^nt merit to warrwit such extension aix: tu Program len^s lts«i; to r«re!-/e> 
mooth operation* 

Certain reflnemt^nts d the pUnnlng process can be ac^o^'plls^el!, ol tourse, and aow of t^se 
will be In effect for t.'-.e 1972 program. For example, the ^o>itt) Bo«rd staff ami Planning Com 'tittee wiu 
be better infornM about sotv other lr.portir4 coinjTwnlt>' progrtm-s aifectln; \out}-, somo of wnlcJi h4\* 
develofwd durlnc the past )ear. Their presence ma> indicate the n^td for a sMft <r SeocrapMcal or pro- 
(ranmtn; emphasis, Also, staff and pUnntng bod>' will t:*; H a better position to juJ^e t^)e talents 
and cap«t;nit)es at many at the er^anlzatlofis or a{encles exacted to submit proposals, t*cause of tf* 
evaluations at their Vi'\ perforrances. 

After the planning process had been completed, a well- routided j'ack ate had been 'developed, b-t t;* 
sources ot fvndliv to allow tf<« implementation at this jAcktzf still unkna^n. Vouth Board staff now 
concentrated its efforts on finding the nio:>e> withwni«fi to finance t^^e jTiany procrarw that rad !«tn deeired 
necessary bv all involved in the pUwiing. These eiforts were r«*ArJ«d when several m'.jor grants **re 
prcwwed illwine lmplen>entatlon fjt the entire pai:kice. Tfje Ureest {rant ./a\ received f roni the Office 
of Crime Control Planntnc, A on<» rnlUion four hundre^l thousafti do'Ur grant »4s appro\ed b\ that i;t>te 
ajency, allcwrlnc a {oodly portion at tr* prosram to be finariced. TtA Co,n7)unit\ C^*^t, wMch has been 
most cooperative in Summer Ycwth Opportunity Program.* for thu Ui-t two > ears, provided one hundred 
ninety thousand dollars for the operation o< approved Ped Feat^ier ajeac> programs, Tfe Cit> ct Tochester 
provided one bindred tt^ousani dollars, fn addition to these jnajor financlil ttfti, many others rontributed 
slcnlfkantly, individual oreaclutlons pro\)d«<l 2'^"^ at the budgets for their >ear -round Pro( ram. Other 
arrangements we-e made whereh> certain arencies prcwkjed some funds to certain programs. 

Ljtperience pror^rl that t -ejl merit "n funding S^OP from a varlet> at sources; rrore mot*> 

fs usually trthconjlnr; etch furrf'nc (xrf> hAS th* opportunit; to support those programs thatbe^t fit its 
phllo»C9h^; and broa11> bw^d corcm'init; planning U more likel> to >:cur. This nwltipliclt) at fundlf« 
sources Is a healths condition tl^at shojM aiH will be encour^ed in fi.ture years. 

One mtjor profc^n of the !?7l jj-^ Op that save rise to num«»rous other difficulties was the date it 
whl'-h fundln; #as a&ac>;nced. l^Je *o eli<r<iT^tarv:es ieyond any local Control, It was late in June before 
assurances were given ttAt cerfasn prorcts would le able (o opt ratf. A^ polntecl out In a variety o( 
tfie individual project e>aluitl<m>, ihts Ud a \erN real, ver^ large, \er> nc?2tivt effect on the ability 
of ti>e project toacliMve the stated oL;»ctl;es, 

For example, this un'ertalnty n-Ade It lmPO*stble for operatlr^ agencies to recruit staff tn time to 
be assured eg f«mn« test people: staff hired it the last mlm*te couid not I* aiJifquatelv trained; and 
staff could nrt i4> involved In the preliminary planntrc that Is vital to a well Organized program operation. 

Ttils is a maioc drawUck in tfie Vouth Opportjnitv PrOKrar.., and will rtrqyir* m*ich attrntiofi In 
the preparation of W^- 1972 packaCe. Local fiivJlng sources r^st l« civ;oura£eJ to make tlwlr Intentions 
kncwn eartv, and tf* OCCP mtiAt i* pfltt:ont*d incaAV>sT ani dec^e on Its applications earl/ enough to 
permit efficient implementation. Of all the dlffl<uttle> faced b> the I^TISYOP, t^e U!e ne ss of fundlj* 
was basically respcnsltjle for morp problems at ihe program cperatii^ tovel tf«n any other single factor. 

The additional almtntstratlvc and suPervUory persornel made available in^7lbypart of the OCCP 
grant provided an essential service to tiie entire sumii^r and >var-rOijr>d program package, advantages 
prwided b> thU kind of professional ource cannot be overrate^', TJse additional staff nJemi:«-r^ were 
highly instrun-iental in making th« -ntlre program a success. The Program Spec Ulists, alone with the 
Assistant Voulh Coordinators, made It possible for the Board to be familiar with each project on ilmoftt 
a dally i«asts, itils provided the opportunity for reviewing troul,J« situations before they i«came Insur- 
mountable^ and also made P08^il>le a contlnulnc dialogue between program operators and overall admin* 
Istrators. Ttje flnancinl staff, made up during the summer of four field auditors, provided enormous 
assUtance to the program operators tn the preperation of iheir required financial documents. This In 
turn helped the Youth Hoard k*ep more accurate records and to document exPenses much more adequately 
and successfully than had be-n done in the past. 

for the effjflon' operation of a program costing well over a million and a half dollars, a qualified 
sUff of sufficient ^i/i IS mandatorN, Witi.out the admlnlstrathe grant from OCCP, the ^outh Doard couM 
not have provHed ivxyice to the SYOP programs. It b essentui tut this kind supervisory capability be 
so»«ht airf made aviiULie afain. ^ ? w. 

The ^outh DoRrd staff is now in tte process o( planning for 1972, Much attention is being givento 
areas wh<'re improvement is meded, where problems were encountered, and *here a tetter Job of serving 
eomm'tnltv \outh can t« done, Wv a re confident that fine experience* of 1971 will result In an even tetter 
awl more f omplet*- l^tTZ \ ouUi Opportunity Prajram. 
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FROM THE liSDA 

April 14, 1972. 

Hon. George 3IcGoyebn% 

Chairman, Senate Select Committee on Nutrition and Human Ifecds, 
V,S. Senate. 

Dear Mr. Chairman : Enclosed are materials requested at the April 7 hearings 
of the Senate Select Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs. 

The materials are (1) copies of the recently developed handbooks for sponsors 
and site personnel of suumier feeding programs under the Si)ecial Food Service 
Program, (2) a list of problems uncovered in the survey and audit of last sum- 
mer's programs, and (3) reiwrts of our Food and Nutrition Service reviews of 
local programs. 

We have requested the Office of the Inspector General to forward a copy of 
their audit to you. 

A question was raised at the hearings regarding over payments of Special Food 
Service Program funds in Milwaukee, Wisconsin. Our review of the program in 
Milwaukee did not reveal such a problem, and we would appreciate receiving 
si)ecific information if you wish us to pursue the matter. 

We will provide you with figures on the funds requested by summer program 
applicants as soon as* the data are tabulateti. We are a.sking all States and Re- 
gional Offices to report to us by the last week of April on all applications received 
by April 17, the date set for priority considerations of applications. 
Sincerely, 

KiCHARD LVXG, Assistant Secretary 

Knclosure.'!. 
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CHANCES (U SPONSOR'S HANDBOOK 
FOR SPEaAL SUMMER PROGRAMS 



PrograS ?or anl'L "8»latIoPs governing the Special Food Service 

« necessary che following changes In the Sponsor's Handbook: 

§^i'fI^ se^l~%''"'""*'"'i°" ^ applications for participation In the 
year m'-^^i/^^lri^TsZf^^^^JS^ " 



|ai5S_l| - The section headed "IN-KIND CONTRIBUTIONS" should be reworded 
RECORDS OF CONTRIBUTIONS Include: 

op'eratX8''cost'''of''the" °f "P '° 80 percent of the 

P ating cost of the food service program, records must be kept of : 

1 . Cash contributions to the program. 

v;iur'of''vo;untfer1a°bor"''^''^^'"' ~°P''"""8 -gentles, and also the 
value of luch abor is L hp ."^ '° '""^ "'^"^ '"e- 
tlon to program ooeratI^« iLtT^i."' °^ »P°n»<«^'» contrlbu- 

slmllar lo tuT flTlc^^Z^lZl]' separately 

PAID PERSON-NEL rContrlhn^.^ v^a ^r-nnm) 

JOBTinE o/ri, ^S^^^J— 



°^ P^'SONS RATE HOURS VALUE 



— miEER PERSONNEL (Cnn.wK..^.;. Popd p^o^„„^ 

JOB TTTt V NUMBER EQUIVALENT TOTAL TOTaT 

mjHIlE OF PERSONS HOURLY RATE HOm S 



f^od se'^Jce f these L!L?^ rr '^PP""^" ^n^-^^butlons to the 

sponsor!^ contribution t^ ^ ' '° P""^* ""^ 

be IteS (In '^"^ contributions 
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Introduction ; 

This handbook is intended to give guidance to sponsors of summer programs 
wishing to participate in the Special Food Service Program for Children. 
With the passage in 1968 of Public Law 90-302, an amendment to the 
National School Lunch Act, Congress authorized the Special Food Service 
Program for Children. This program makes cash and food commodity assistance 
available for the feeding of children in service institutions. Reimbursement 
rates are assigned by the State Agency or Regional Office, and in especially 
needy situations up to 80 percent of operating costs may be paid. The term 
"service institutions" means public or nonprofit private institutions such 
as child day-care centers, settle.nent houses, or recreation centers, which 
provide day care, or other ch5l<f care where children are not maintained in 
residence, and includes speciax summer programs. Service institutions may 
not participate in both the Special Milk Program and the Special Food Service 
Program for Children. 

Summer programs serving children fron. areas in which poor economic conditions 
exist and frci areas in which there are high concentrations of working mothers 
are eligible to participate in the Special Food .Service Prograr. for Children, 
r^eal service is similar to that available to children under the National 
School Lunch or School Breakfast Program during the school year. 

This child feeding program must be incorporated into an organized and 
supervised youth activity. Programs such as recreation, cultural enrichment, 
etc., are activities which are appropriately supplemented by the nutritional 
benefits of t-his program. As a minimum, the meal service must be organized 
and supervised. 
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The program it: aimed primarily at 2 caching econanicaXly needy children. 
In consiieriag Initiating a program and in choosing program sites, this 
intent i/, be given first priority. O^ildren who car* afford to pay ^re 
expected to do 10, therefo'-e sites which are to serve non-needy as well as 
needy children «re to develop a method of collecting pay.inents for jneals froTi 
non-needy children which v;ill protect the anonymity of the free %e^l 
recipien 

Since many proposed sites may not have facilities or preparing n.ealc, the 
sponsor r^ay irrange for off-site preparation aad thf- delivery of meals to 
program rites. Such arrangements may be rrtade with local school systems, 
or with ether ojtside purveyors of food. 

Kanagemer t cf a program of this niture constitutes sojv inusual problems. 
Therefore ^r-^ui^s consider!.- g sponsoring programs s'rculd evaluate their 
ability to provide adequate program management. Ihis includes training, 
supervisi'n, <sn^ recordkeeping. Sponsoring agencies could )Ai such 
organizations au city government agencies, local school systCTis, recreation 
iipa-'tmenis, :vic organ zat ions, community action organizations, so-::ial 
service or crurch organ; ations. 
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II. Steps to T'ake in Develop jj»g a Program 

!• Evaluate tWo need in the community for a summer feeding program and 
determine where feedii.q sites might be appropriate. Ihe assistance 
of the State \gency or Regi.-^nal Office is available to help 
sponsors in evaluating local needs. 

2. Alert local people to availability of program. 

a) Contact interested groups (CAP, civic groups, community 
action groups, local school systems, social service groups, 
cnurch groups, Model Cities agencies) 

b) Prepare and distribute news releases to community newspaper, etc. 

3. Obtain and review information sheets for all possible sites .(see pages 5-6 
for what constitutes an eligible site, and page 4 for program 
assistance available ) . 

4. For sites with no food preparation facilities, locate possible sources of 
meals to neet needs inoicated by information sheets. Contact such possible 
sources as local school system, food suppliers, etc. 

5. Enlist the assistance and cooperation of other agencie? at an early date 

to ensure good interagency planning. Specify the responsibilities of each. 

a) Health Departr.ent - responsibility for general sanitation of 
preparation and serving sites and the issuance of health permits 
to food handlers. 

b) Sanitation Department - responsibility for trash removal on a 
timely and regular basis. 

c) , Recreation Department - help to plan site activities. 

d) Other interested groups - groups such as CAP agencies. Model Cities 
agencies, community action groups, etc., may be good sources of 
volunteer personnel, program aides, assistance in planning site 
activities. Citizens' organizations such as Kiwanis, Rotary, 
Lions, etc., may be able to donate money, sports equipment, etc. 

6. By April 1 pre^^re and submit to the state Agency or Regional Of i ice an 
application, *jsing the information from the site information sheets. All 
site information sheets must be attached to the sponsor's application. 

- 3 - 
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III. Asiistance Available Under the Special Food Service Program 

The inaximvm rates available for meals served to children under the 
Special Food Service Program are: 

Lunch or Supper 30 cents 

Breakfast 15 cents 

Supplements 10 cents 

Where the sponsor is financially unable to meet the need for free moals 
to needy children, the State Agency or Regional Office may authorize 
financial assistance in an amount not to exceed 80 percent of the 
operating cost of the program and up to a maximum reimbursement rate 
of 60 cents per lunch, 20 cents per breakfast, and 15 cents per 
supplement* 

The sponsor must justify his need for this additional assistance m 
his application and must show how he will meet his proportionate share 
of the cost. Federal reimbursement will be allowed up to 80 percent of 
total cost (food, labor, and other) not to exceed the cash expended. 

Some food commodities are available as donations from the Department 
of Agriculture. The State Agency or Regional Office, will notify the 
State Distribution agency of the sponsor's eligibility to receive 
commodities. The sponsor should plan to make use of commodities available. 
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IV. Approval of Food Service Sites 

In order for a site to be approved, the following conditions ™ust be ™et: 

1. The site must have a planned program of supervised youth activity, such as 
recreation, cultural enrichn^nt, story telUng, arts and crafts, etc. 
However, v*,ere the purpose of the program is met by an organized and 
supervised food service only, such food service meets program requirements. 

2. Ihe site HMst draw attendance from areas in which poor economic conditions 
exist or from areas in whi h there is a high percentage of working To;.i.rs. 
In detennining areas in which poor economi,: conditions exist use information 
from Hodel City and target areas. Department of welfare, local school 
system, city zoning commission, census tract, etc. 

3. If siteb are considered for participation in "fringe" areas, that is, areas 
with some children ^ho a„-e able to pay for their meals, arrangements must 
be made by the sponsor for the collection of ™al payments (may be included 
in registration or tuition fee) frocn those who have the ability to pay, 
according to an approvod free and reduced price policy. 

4. In order to be selected, a site must have adequate facilities for the 
service of the ty:» of meals planned to be served at that site. Determi- 
nation of the adequacy of the facilities should take into consideration the 
type Of meal service planned (that is picnic, bag lunches, not lunches, etc.). 
consideration should be given to duration of the youth activity and the 
facilities available in deter.rlning which meals will be served. In some 
cases a supplement alone will be r^oit appropriate. 

5. If meals are to be prepared on site, facilities must be adequate for the 
preparation of 'these meals. Consideration should be given to the kind of 
meals planned in dctcnnining adequacy of preparation facilities. 
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IV. (Continued) 

6. No site shall be approved where the facilities are inadequate for 
on-site, supervised consumption of meals by children. In cases where 
the facilities are not adequate to allow for all children to be 
served ar.d to eat at one time on site, arrangements must be made for 
more than one serving time in order to allow all children to eat on- 
site and under supervision. 

7. Consideration must be given to the type and daily schedule of the 
activity at each site in determining which meals will be served at that 
site. .Se;,^rate serving times must be scheauled for each type of meal 
to be served. Two supplements shall not be served together, nor shall 
a supplement be served at the ^arae time as the breakfast, lunch, or 
supper is served. Each neal must be served as a unit; that is, do not 
separate the components of a meal and serve part at another time. 

8. There musc Le adequate stafi for each site to assist with the meal 
service, m determining adequticy of staffing, consic'eration should be 
given to the age of the -hildren, the type of meal service planned, the 
facilities available, etc. 

9. Staff members handling food preparation and/or mea^ service must follow 
health and sanitation practices and have food handlers' permits where 
required by local law. 

10. In selecting outdoor sites, the sponsor should ensure that there is a 
^ - . nearby sheltered ^rea which cdn le used for food service on an alternate 

or standby basis. If a sxte has no sheltered area in which food can be 
served on days of inclement weather, church halls and coiroriunity haUs may 
be willing to provide this occasional service. 
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Supervisory F^^poosibilities of Sponsor 

1. The sponsor rust be fuUy aware he has toijl responsibility for the 
operation of the food service pr«>qram in accordance w»th program require- 
ments. incl'Jding the operiticjns at each site covered by his appUcatio; . 
Sponsor should be awore th.it this covers all financial responsibilities 
as well as progrdit operations. 

In order to meet this responsibility, programs operating at ten or fiiore 
sites must have the foiloiving staff: 

a) One person who h^s been designated tctal administrative responsibility 
for the d'jration of the food service prograni. 

b) , An adequate bookkeeping staff. 

c) f>rsonnol assigned as "coordinators" to receive telephone questions, 
coinplaints, changes in meal orders from sites to which r-eals are 
d'*Uvered, etc. ^t all ti^es at least one such coordinator wiil be 
availsiblc at a phone number Known to all site supervisors. 

Programs with fewer tha'. ten sites must have sufficient staff to adequately 
supervise and si'lministor the program. 

2. The sponsor has the responsibility to adeq»Mtely train on-site personnel in 
food service program purposes and regulations. Prior to the opening of the 
food service progra-n, the sponsor should hold training sessions for all site 
supervisors. Subject reatters outlined in addendum 3 s'nojld be covered in 

Spc^nsor must nake on-site supervisory visits to each site at leaiit once 
during the program operation To the extent possible these visits should be 

during the first two weeks of prograii ^pt^r ^tions. Follow-up visits must 
be nadd consistent witn problems identified :juring the initial visits. 
Records :r:cu]d be Cialntainod of these suporvlsi^ry visits. 
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4. If .eals ..e prepare, off site under contractual agreement, -the sponsor 
Should develop acceptable procedures for the handling of prepared ,neals 
on days .hen incle.^nt weather or other circumstances cause serving 
sites to Close. «,is eould include refrigeration overnight or the use of 
alternate facilit..s for activities on such days. In addition, close 
supervision should be given to ^he proble. of sites consistently receiving 
eoo .any .eals. «eals ,ot™d to eligible children are not reimbursable, 
end orde^s should be adjusted .s necessary. Sponsors should be constantly 
alert to .-luctuations in attendance and adjustments in „eal orders 

accord' no iy, 

5. in ca.3s .here contracts are negotiated with a food ..nage.ent ccpany. 
the sponsor ™st ensure that all tenns of th.e contract are '^et. 
sponsor ™st develop a checK syste. to deter„,ine that ^als delivered „eet 
specifications and that t.e food is not spoUed. Daily site reports include, 
in Aridendun 4 may be used for this purpose. 

n-re.ls .re prepared on-site the sponsor is responsible for seeino that 

..a, requirements are ... and that al, applicable health and sa.utation 

practices are followed in the preparation and serving of ..eals. Sponsors 

should give special e:r,pha3is to proble.-=s of health -aii-ti™ ■ 

i.cui n, ^ani^dtion, anc poi;sibie 

food spoilage al sites with cn-site food preparation. 

sponsor .ust develop a syst... (such ass ta.ped. addressed envelo:,os, for 
Site supervisors to sub^.it daily ^ito report, at l.st c„ce a wee.. 
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8. The sponsor must develop and submit to the state Agency or Regional 
Office for approval a free and reduced price meal policy. This 
policy should be attached to the application. 
8a. If all children have been certified as eligible to receive free n^eals, 
this policy can be a simple statement to the effect that all children 
are served the same meals and that there is no physical segregation of, 
or other discrimination against any child in the course of the r.eal 
service. 

8b. If any sites serve non-needy children, the policy must include the r.Gthod 
of enrollment and specific criteria for determining which children are 
eligible for free or reducea price meals, and the .-nethod of collecting 
payments which will protect the anonymity of those receiving free or 
reduced price meals. The sponsor shojld contact the local school 
systems for copies of their policies to use as guidance. Regional office 
and State Agenc> -.vill provide specific direction upon request. 

9. me sponsor r.ust keep adequate records to substantiate claims submitted . 
for Federal reimburcerrjcnt. 



9 ^ 
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VI. Contracts with Food Management Compenies 

1, In instances where sponsors are requesting a program that would reach 
500 or more children daily, and woul'* be entering into a contractual 
arrangement with a food service management company (for the preparation 
and delivery of meals), they must invite competitive bids by public 
announcement following the procedures set up by the city. State or 
local authorities. However, prior to any such competitive bid procedure, 
just consideration may ./e given to negotiating for the conduct of its 
feeding operation with local public, tax-supported institutions such as 
schools. In no wa*', however, does any such consideration preclude any 
such public, tax-supported institution from participating in the bid 
procedure as required by this paragraph if they choose to do so, 

2, Sponsor should ensure that contractual arrangements with the food service 
management company will fulfill the needs of the program. In additim, 
the sponsor shall visit the company's preparation facilities so that he 
will have knowledge of the company's capabilities in order to ascertain 
that needs Cdn be met, 

3, In areas v/here a program v/juld exceed 5,000 children daily, the sponsor, 
with the assistance of State Agency or FMS Regional Office personnel, shall 
ensure that the company has the capabilities to meet terms of the contract 
(with particular emphasis on production capacities) prior to the 
finalization of the contract, 

4, Where programs would exceed 25,000 children daily, the sponsor shall 
consider the awarding ot more than one contract or allowing the contractor 
to subcontract in order to ensure that the needs of the program will l>e rret. 
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VI • Continued 



5. Food service management companies that submit bids shall be made 

fully aware that the contract i, subject to review by the applicable 
State Agency or FNS Regional Office before contract is finalieed. 
Ihis shall be stipulated in the sponsor's invitation to bid. 



- 11 - 
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VXI. Records 

Under the terms of the agreement* the *5ponsor Is obligated to keep full and 
accurate records of the food service program to serve as a basis for the 
claim for Federal reimbursement and for audit and review purposes, in order 
to fulfill this obligation, a recordkeeping systea must be maintained to 
reflect program participation and all Items of receipts and expenditures for 
the food service program, by month, as follows: 

PROGRAM PARTICIPATION, Include: 

1. An accurate dally count of all meals (by type) served to children. 

2. An accurate daily count of all meals (by type) served free to needy 
children. 

^. An accurate daily count of all meals (by type) served at a reduced 

price to needy children. 
^. An accurate daily count of all meals served to adults. (These meals 

are not Federally reimbursable and Federal reimbursement must not be 

claimed for such meals.) 

5. Average dally attendance by Igible children. 

6. Number of days during the month that meals were served, 

PROGRAM R2CSIPTS, Include: 

1, Any Federal reimbursement actually received during the month for prior 
claims submitted. 

2, All receipts for sale of food to children. 

3, All receipts for sale of food to adults, 

4, All cash receipts from other sources, such as donations, etc, 
PROGRAM EXPENDITURES, Include: 

1, FOOD - Payments for ail food purchased. This Includes food which i-j 

prepared off bite and delivered to program sites by. food service conpanles. 
Also. Include payments made In connection with the handling, transporting, 
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storage, and use of USDA-donuted food used In on-site preparation, 

2* LABOR - All salaries paid to sponsor's foo(f service workers. Also 
Include payments for pavroll deductions from employees* checks, such 
as withholding tax, social security, etc« 

3, OTHER - Payments for utilities and supplies, such as paper napkins, 
straws, detergents, mops, brooms, etc, 

IN>KIND C(yTRIBUTI€»jS , Include: 

1, If sponsor has been approved for assistance up to of the operating 

costs of the food service program, record the value of labor contributed 

by cooperating agencies, and also the value of volunteer labor 

contributed to the food service program. These should be recorded 

separately similar to the following forma tt 

PAID PERS(H<NSL (Contributed to Food Program) 

NUMBER HOURLY TOTAL TOTAL 

JOB TITLg OF PSRSCMS RATE HOURS VALUE 



VOLUNTEER t^RSQNNEL (Contributed to Food Progra a) 

NUKBER EQUIVALENT TOTAL TOTAL 

JOB TITLE OF PERS0N5. HOURLY RATS HOURS VALUE 



2, Recozxl dollar value of other approved in-kind contributions to the food 
service program. These contributions must be itemized* 
(In-kind contributions, of course, will not be reflected in the food 
program's cash balances,) 
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RECORD RETENTIOW P£QUIREffiHTS < 

Itemized invoices, receipts, or oiher evidence of purchase,- supporting 
all expenditures (including payrolls) must be retained on file, as should 
completed copies of claims submitted for Federal reimbursement. In-kind 
contributions must also be supported with bona fide documentation. (We 
suggest placing such records in a separate file for each month.) A complete 
file snould be kept of menus served at each meal. 

Thes^ tecords must be retained for a period of three years and three months 
after the end of the fiscal year to which they pertain. 

Sponsor must also have on file at all times an approved copy of the 
Special Food Service Program agre<«ment, and a certificate of exemption 
from income tax under the Internal Revenue Code, as amended, certifying 
the nonprofit status of the sponsor. 

SITS RESI^SIBIUTIES t 

To assist the sponsor in fulfilling the program's recordkeeping requirementsi 
each site must keep daily records as follows: 

1. Number of meals (by type) prepared or received at site. 

2. Invoices for food purchased or meals delivered. 

3. Hunber of meals (by type) served to eligible children, free, at a 
reduced price, and at full price. 

i*. Ilunber of nonreimbursable meals (by type) served to adult staff members. 
5. Nunher of paid site personnel by name and Job title, and hours 

worked ^,n food service. 
The sHe supervisor must submit the dally site records to the sponsor at 
r«g'4l«r Inttrvali «• required by th« •pontor* 

Addendun 4 in a sauiple daily site report which you inay reproduce or adapt for u 
by your site supervisors. 

- 14 - 
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ADDENDUM 1 



Meal Patterns 



Breakfast: 

1 cup of milk 

H cup of fruit or full strength fruit or vegetable juice 
1 slice of bread or equivalent OR h cup of cereal OR equivalent 
quantity of bread and cereal 



Lunch or Supper: 

1 cup of milk' 

2 ounces (edible portion as served) of meat or a meat alternate 
(poultry, fish, 1 egg, h cup cooked dry beans or peas, 4 table- 
spoons of peanut butter) 

3^ cup of two or more fruits and/or vegetables 

1 slice of bread or equivalent 

1 teaspoon of butter or fortified margarine 

Supplement: 

1 cup of milk or full strength fruit or vegetable juice OR 

equivalent serving of fruit or vegetable 
1 slice of bread or equivalent 



~ 15 - 
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ADDENDUM 2 

Contractual Arrangen«nts for the Preparation and/or Delivery of Keals 

The contract between the sponsor and the company is subiec\ to review by either 
the State Agency or the applicable FNS Regional Office. Review should consider 
the content pertaining to the operation of a workable, fair and realistic Special 
Food Service Program for Children, not the legalistic language used, the sponsor 
should insure that local and State codes and regulations are adhered to. Only 
, reputable and bondable and fully insured companies will ce considered by a sponsor. 

The following provisions should be included in all contractual arrangerients for 
meals or n^eal corrponents: 

1) Tha*- LSDA nutritional require.Tents be rret for all meals deliver (^ood 
components and quantities) as specified by Department regulations; 

2) That jT«nus fjieeting such requirernents be an integral part of the contract. 
De^yiatlon frox the scheduled renu cycles shall be pen-ritted only upcn 
prior authorization by sponsor. Such menus rr.ust offer ample variety to 
avoid monotony; 

3) Itjat each week the con^pany, at its own expense, must arrange for random, 
ijampling of meals by a recognized laboratory for analysis of portions, 
bacteria, coliform and plate counts; 

A) That sll applicable health roguiaticnc will t-e adhered to at the 

preparation site. Ijccal, State, and Federal program authorities must 
have the right to inspect the prenises and request fofM insj^ctior* Ly 
r.ealth officials, if deemed necessary. FfTilure to ccnply v;ith appiicabiv 
health requirerrentc shall result in the ternination of the contrtic*. ir. 
'jccordar.v-c -jith cancellation and penalty clause:; of tne contract; 
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5) I'^iat food handlers* permits shall be required in accordance with 
applicable requirerents* In areas where this is not required, the 
compon/ r.hall require d health exarrir.atlon of all food handlers and 
shall '«:eep on file the results of such examination* It is the company's 
rcpor.sibility to insure that its employees observe sanitary food 
twidling practices; 

f ) That the company shall provide satisfactory holdi.ig facilities, i«e«, 
iiea.7 corrugated cartonc, dry ice, styroform container, etc* Packaging 
r^aterial shall b€r of strength sufficient to prevent crushing of food; 

*/ ) That ii celivery is included m the contract the ccr?pany siwli i'e 

responsible for the delivery of food to sites on a schedule to be made 
a part of the contract* ^'ot more than one h.our's deviation from a 
scheduled delivery tir.e shall allo/jed* The company shall responsible 
for the oelivery of dairy nroductb and such products must be available 
'it ihe tirre of ir.e ir^^a} ^rvice* Adequate refrigeration shall be 
Ptovidf»o durinc c:elivo. . of all fo.-id to insure the wnolesoreness and 
go'^d'.ess cf xhe product; 

S) T:\^t m ipcrease or cecroase factor be included- Orders shoulo i:e plac^^d 
on dally or vvcekly l^asis with the company, with the provision tnat 
ir.croase," i ^ ^cr^aS'^G rray be :riado iv/ the sponsor on a mutually agreed 
ur-on Icngtn. o i-ntice. A minimur and a maximum provisioti for the number 
of Toals, tc ^ sure ^hat tne company has the capability to ^.eet ar:y 
inrt'OoSOd t:C'f>i -f tne prcjram snoulu i-e uicluded; 

'ihrtt w^.c•rc iiv -^ntviny will utili:^e l^SDA-dcnated food as a j>art of its 
,,er\ic-o, *r.5„ , ".U'c: focrJ shall le accounted for ceparatc and apart 
itf^'u tr€ ic^'j' / pu»"fhrtsed food; 
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10) Tlidt delivery invoices are to be prepared in triplicate, one for the 
company, one for the site, and one for the sponsor. Invoices shall 
be accepted by the sponsor only if signed by the sponsor's designee. 
The company shall furnish itemized statements at intervals mutually 
agree upon; 

11) That the sponsor not be held liable for payment for meals which fail 
to meet U3DA nutritional requirements, meals of poor quality, unwhole- 
come or spoiled meals or portions thereof, or damaged meals; 

12) , Tti^t in instances where the company has been notified of non-compliance 

to the terms of the contract and has not taken corrective action, the 
S|X)nsor shall have the right, upon written notice, of immediate 
cancellation of *-he contract and the company shall be liable; 

13) That financial arrangements be fully covered in ^he contract and the 
sponsor shall make certain that he is able to comply with his commitment; 

14) Thdt quality standards shall adhere to State or local specifications, and 
all meat, poultry, and meat by-products shall come from plants inspected 
under a Federally - approved inspection plan; 

15) That fresh fruit shall be washed prior to consumption; 

16) That USDA-donated foods will be utilized as practicable in the specific 
program, and in accordance with availablity from the State Agency, the 
company shall credit the sponsor with the value of all Federally donated 
food utili;:ed, based upon a mutually agreed upon system. This credit 
shall be deducted from itemized statements periodically rendered to 

the sponsor; 

17) That company shall be responsible for the regular removal of refuse and 
trash from the site ol meal preparation. 
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18) That all transporting and other food service equipment shall be 
cleaned and sanitized on a daily basis or move often as required; 

19) That meals shall be prepared under properly controlled temperatures 
and not assembled more than 24 hours prior to delivery. Assembly 
should include necessary eating utensils, napkins, condiirents, etc* 
Assembled rneals shall be held in properly refrigerated areas that 
meet sanitation standards* Samples of finished meal packages, iu 
accordance with menus provided shall be approved by the sponsor, and 
there shall be no deviation on the p^rt of the successful bidder from 
the packaging presented and approved; 

20) That each individual meal or supplement (excluding beverage and fresh 
fruit) shall be sanitarily packaged* Individual meals must be 
packaged separately to insure distribution to program participants at 
schediled time intervals; 

21) That m cases of lateness or non-delivery, payment tc ^he company shall 
ho denied and the sponsor shall have the right to obtain meals from 
other sources with the company responsible for any cost variation* 
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Sponsors* Guide lines for Training of Site Perccnnel 

Ciitlihec: here is a broac description of tne duties and responsibilities of 
site personnel invojvoc in food cer/ice. Hea2i;ilng iKai situations differ 
fret, cofwiini ty • co^Tiunity, ^ve hope that this outline will assist sponsors 
in trai::ing their local site personnel zo that :x>th the sponsor and their 
Site persor!nol r^y efrectiveiy Cdrry out tr*eir respective duties ano fulfill 
their oLiiodtions. 

To be effective an> t ret i nine proQrai^ should fce prefaced with a cene.-al 
descripticn a^.c histcry of the program. Tnis shoulc include ancng other things, 
Lr.G purpose or the program, and the Federal. State and local contributions, 
c^iagaticns, and responsibilities, 

Foon 5r:=^y^CK rkspo^jsibilities of site perswjel 

a) count inc of reals and rdlk when delivered 

5igr.i".g for reals anc ri!k and retaining receipts 
c) I .ealo are preptirec on site, retaining receipts and invoico;; for 

food purchased 

<;) ttisLrihution of rf/Mlr. <jnd r»i Ik at prop/er tiros 

e) notijyina coKKinutcd oi;iri-i;ii of changes in focd service recuirerrents 

e.g., tire- of delivery, nuroer of reais recfuireo 
* ) r(;ror«^«L'ejJr.g 

i:. Ki ••':^:L;7Y 
a) p<TSo;ir KA^cf-r tvvonty-onc yea-^r, ->{ -jqo enqrjged in an orgaj?i:'eo i:,f: 
:.urer\ i : <v<'; activity, rtvinq in I ^jw- iriccn s aitjc or ^irea". 
t: a ny .t o t nez* s 

i ) r,U'.w'.ei c'UM^y'orc un<:er tue*ity-o:»e yars of -jge 
- Pf' - 
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Break f<i St 

3 fi:p fluid w:;ole iriJk 

K cup full strength juice or fruit 

1 .I'ice rreaO or equivalent' 

Suppieir^nti. 

1 CUD fluid v;ho-e miSk, full strength juice, frtjit, or vegetable 
i ulicc bread or equWalont 

Uiricb/S-jpper 

1 cup fluid wtiole irdlk 

? oz, s^^at or equivalent (jjeanut l^tt<*r. cheese, fisn> 

cup of tv.o kinds of fruit/vege tobies 
i slice bread or eq';iivtilent 
i t-^jspoor: i-utttir or fo.-ti n-f. "^iro-jr ine 

vr^.^-n r<*<.js jnd r.i Ik are delivered, site p*.-rsc:iriei n-val J • tsA lOMov^ir.g: 

Count the nu'^ber of r<?'.ils tyr.«, and cot:nt the r Hk 

j</ike r.ure .-ealu are r.dr^ as signinq for — check ^aainst day's r^nuc 

Retain a signed <'opy of receipts 

Do r<-<ils/:.v.7 picJ'^'^ts rvet ti'.e 3l>ove requireronls? 

Does sandwi'-h contain enough rr^at, cneese, etc,? 

Are fruit /vegotaolc-s in cood co-icition? 

:s rilk old? 

U I'JO delivered ^-Itr. r^rtls/suppJc-rents? witn rilk? 
•\rc all itc's included? 

li iviK-r gix^ds (napkins, strav;£, etc) are provided, t>re they included? 
Ate •'fviij/r.upple:-*.»(iti, r^tot^rly v;rap|iCd tine fKirkMaed? 

i:joi"5<n.ji rarts, excef t fruit, \.r^rr<ic, rackagef. jc. a ui;it. 
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W*jen r^als are prepared on site: 

Retain copies of all invoices and receipts for food purchased 
Observe good food handling habits 

a) wear hair net 

b) v/ash hands 

c) wear plastic gloves 

Keep food preparation area and utensils clean and sanitary 
Obtain food handlers* perr.its if required by loca.. law 

When n«als/suppler.ents are distributed: 

flea Is should be served at an appropriate tinje and sufficient tir« 
should elaspe bef-^-een r«al service if r^ore than one iwal is provided. 
Keals nust be served as a unit without separation of parts 

f;eals -nust be consured by the children while under supervision at the 
dctivity site, 

IV. SAKlTATIWi-EALnf 

Is pre'nise where children eat clean? 

Encourage site personnel and children to wash hands before r«als. 
Are plastic bags or trash barrels provided for trash reroval? 

Is trash ren^oved a regular i>cScdu3e? if not, person and ^.u^i^-er 
to call. 

Encourage children to clean up trash after r^als. 

V. C-iVtLES IK XKAL SCHEDULE A»D REOUJfiCSENTS 

r*Mrr^ and telephone nunsber of person to be contacted to change- nuj.iei 
of Deais required.' .r-en to call and what tire to call. 

Provisions for early pick-up or delivery on days of field trips etc. 
N'aff« <ir.d telephojie niLtber of person to lie contact.jd if rr^als or 
delivery are not satisfactory. 

Provision for distribution of rr^als on cays of incler«nt v;eather. 
- ;? - 
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VX- RECOHDKEEPIKG 

Explain recordkeeping requirernents - See page 12 of handbook 
Vilien and to whosr. to sul^mit records 
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DAILY MEAl. SERVICE AL'D SITE l'ERSCV.:iEL Tl.lE REI-'ORT 



Date 



Site iidrx; 



Sitt-' Locatioi! 



?ir'^ Served 



Total r.'«rt:^r of f-eaic rrer^red .it 
feitc ^stt^cTi rc-rtlptc or 5rrVoic»?s 
f'^r 512 feed :^jrcn3C€5J 

Total :.urxor of rrea.s del iver<:c to 
site (ott^cn receipts invoices' 

Tctal nu*.cer of real 5 rf>rv<:c /ree 
to e : i n i r le cni 1 dren 

T'^iAl :ju*::<:r of rc-*s]s r-cr*.**d -at 
rec^jced price l*> €-;lc:i:^ie c.ilcrer. 

Total Ti\.rj'2T of ci st rl: 'it-***; 

1 f u ; : pr i ce t c e : ini j ; c rhi 1 c.' ^^-i 



Sypp lexer.* . l^r.cr. , Surplerer. 

I 



1 r 
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PeBSOXXEL IXVOLVED IX THE DEVELOPMENT OF SPONSOR AND SiTE HANDBOOKS FOR 

Special Summer Programs 
october 20-28 meetings to develop handbooks 

Name, position, and administrative resiwnslbility for big-city programs : 

Dr. J. L. Dazzio, Ix>ui8iana Department of Kducation, School Food Services, 
State level resiwnslbility for program in New Orleans, and Baton Rouge. 

John Weber, chief. Hurenu of Food Services, California, State level resiwnsibil- 
ity for programs in Long Beach and Los Angeles 

Donald Kea, assistant director. Child Nutrition Programs, Western region, 
R.O. resijonsibility for programs in Portland and Seattle. 

Gerald Kroesen. field oi>erations. Midwest region, R.O. responsibility for pro- 
gram in Kansas City. St. l/ouis, Cincinnati, Cleveland, Columbus, Milwaukee, 
and Toledo. 

Thomas O'Shaughne.ssy, director, child nutrition program, Xorthwest region. 

DECEMBER I-:? MEETING TO REVIEW AND KEI--IXE HANDBOOKS 

Name, iwsition, and administrative resiwnsibility for big-city programs: 
Stephen Boyd, Youth Division, Seattle. Wash., IahuI reMwiisibiUty for Seattle 
program. 

Jacqueline Johnson, National Advisory Council on Child Nutrition, New York, 
N.Y. 

Nathaniel Washington. Deputy Commissioner of Recreation, Philadelphia, 
Pa.. Local responsibility for Philadelphia program. 

Bertha Collins, Mayor's Council on Youth Opiwrttmity, Fort Worth, Tex., local 
resiK>nsibility for Fort Worth program. 

Vickie Wolfson, Recreation Department, Portsmouth, Va., local responsibility 
for Portsmouth program. 

Lavem Carpenter, director, school lunch program, Iowa, State level responsi- 
bility for program in Des Moines. 

Roy Alverson, Coordinator, Food Service and local accounting, Alabama, State 
level responsibility f(»r programs in Birmingham and Mobile. 

Haynes Pressly, regional administered program Southeast region, R.O. respon- 
sibility for program in Atlanta, MempSiis, Norfolk, Columbus, Knoxville, 
Macon, Newimrt News, Portsmouth, Richmond. Savannah. 

Robert Nelson, director, CNI». Midwest region. R.O. re.sr^nsibility for programs 
in : Kansas City, Cleveland, Milwaukee. Cohnnl)us. Toledo. 

Gene Good, director, CNP, Southwest region. R.O. responsil)ility for programs 
in : Dallas, El Paso, Ft. Worth, Houston, San Antonio. 

Sydel Lemerman, Special Food Services, Western region, R.O. responsibility 
for programs in Portland and Seattle. 



Evaluation of Summer l^'tEiiixo Programs — Sumsier 1971 

The Child Nutrition Division conducted a survey of special summer programs 
in the 22 States which accounted for approximately 85 percent of the summer 
feeding program funds. In addition, the Office of tlie Insijcctor General conducted 
audits in Albuqueniue. Philadelphia, San Diego, Houston, Chicago, Atlanta. St. 
Louis, Baltimore, Portland, New York City, and Nashville. 

The major problems uncovered in the survey and the audits were : 

1. I^ck of adequate planning and direction at all levels of atlministration. 

2. I>\iilure to keep adequate records, particularly of in-kind and volunteer 
contributions. 

3. Failure to develop systems to identify needy children and to collect 
payments from non-nee<ly. 

4. Adult staff eating free lunciies for which reim!)Urscment was claimed. 

5. Service of meals to ineligible members of couununity. 

6. Children allowed to pick up meals and leave site with them. 

7. No knowledge of what to do with extra nu als. 

8. Sites received too few meals. 

9. No count taken of reini bursa hie meals scrvc<l to eligible children. 

10. Centers charging for more meals than actually delivered (site person- 
nel signeil invoices without counting meals; 
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11. Food waste. 

12. Xo attempt to integrate meal service into other activities; in many 
cases meal service consisted of handing out meals to anyone who came. 

13. Late or incor.sistent meal delivery schedules. 

14. Packages containing lunch and two supplements in a single package. 

15. Meals short of components or containing insuflScient quantities. 

The OIG report stated that the main cause of these weaknesses was lack of 
planning, training, .supervision, and controls to assure satisfactory prozram 
operation. 



Federal Personnel Available To Assist New York City 

The Special Food Service Program in the State of New York is administered 
by the New York State Department of Education. The Food and Nutrition Serv- 
ice (FNS) of the Department of Agriculture provides national progrom direc- 
tion and assists State Agency personnel in program administration. Thus, for 
the summer Special Food Service Program operations in New York Citv last 
summer, FNS persrinnel fn»m New York Regional Office and the Washfngton 
Office spent a total of 16 mfan days visiting 31 sites, and they participated in 
four lengthy consultation sessions in the sponsor's office. The New York City 
program was one of 900 special feeding programs operated last summer in the 
twelve States under the Northeast R^onal Office. In addition to the time 8i>ent 
on the New York City program, FNS personnel had to extensively work with 
State and local personnel on many of the other programs in operation. 



OvEBPAWEifTS ur Milwaukee, Wiscoirsnr 

The Department's review of the Milwaukee program did not reveal such a 
problem on over-payments. By letter dated April 14, 1072, to Senator McGovem, 
the Department asked for specific information if the Committee wants the 
matter pursued. 

MATERIAL SUBMITTED BY OTHER THAN WITNESSES 

Statement of E\'£UNa Antonettv, Executive Disector, for the Senate Selkct 
Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs, April 17, 1072 

We wish to place into the record our booklet, "Buen-Apetito— The Story of the 
United Bronx Tarents Summer Lunch Program, 1971/* 

We sponsored the biggest summer lunch program in the country, and fed an 
average of 150,000 children a day throughout New York City, 

We are proud that we served over 6,000,000 nutritious lunches to poor, hungry 
children in all five !)oroughs. 

We would like to agree with a number of points in Mr. Edward J. Hekman*s 
testimony for the Pood and Nutrition Service of USDA. He very correctly cites 
some of the inherent difficulties in a summer feeding program, with day-to*day 
variations in participation, unusual feeding arrangements, etc. ^ :\\so agree that 
the late funding and lack of clear guidelines caused almost insurmountable prob- 
lems for the sponsors. 

We also have many disagreements with Mr. Hekman, 

We state unequivocally that the highest possilile percentage of food went to 
hungry, poor children who had no other way of obtaining a nutritious lunch dur- 
ing the summer months. 

We know that nearly every site provided for day-care or other supervised child 
care. 

We submit for the record : 

(1) Sample letters from groups participating in the program. 

(2) T/Ctter from the Police Department of New York City. 

(3) The Audit F'-nort of findings by the Certified Public Accountant firm we 
hired for verificati j» 

(4) Sample letters from United Bronx Parents to participants detailing regula- 
tions. 

There were approximately 800 delivery sites in the New York City program. 
Some of these sites then shared with other groups in their vicinity. In this way 
small organizations and church groups could be serviced. 
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We agree that there were some irregularities. Considering the fact that we had 
oniy 6 oayn (trom Juiy 2nd at 5 :30 PM when we were hnaliy notified ot our fund- 
ing, to July 8th when we began delivering 50,000 lunches a day) it wouid have 
been impossible not to have irregularities. 

We had no hdp in planning, no manuals, no guidelines. This year USDA has 
develoiied an excellent ISponsor*s Handbook. We are sorry they did not invite 
United Bronx Parents to any of the sponsors* meetings which drafted these 
procedures and r^:ulations. We are convinced that our input wouid have helped 
develop more specific guiddines for inner-city areas. 

We would like to point out that the cities Mr. Uekman cites as having success- 
ful programs were invariably in their second year of operation, and were smaller 
than our program. We are convinced that based on one year's experience, and 
with enough advance planning time, we can eradicate the main problems that 
existed in our program. 

USDA cites examples of lunches going to adults or other ineligible people in 
our program and many others. Realtistically, in areas such as Hunts Point, Har- 
lem, East New York, etc., areas with the highest drug aduiction problems, highest 
unemployment, highest crime rate, organized youth gangs — ^how could there not 
be 'irregularities" and problems? 

The fact is we were abie to involve gang members to help supervise recreation 
areas and feed the children. Ves, we had food stolen or trucks hl-Jacked some- 
times. But 99% of the time we were able to convince even the addicts in our 
areas that this was food for the children and that they had to help us make sure 
the kids got the food. 

These ghetto areas are a blot on the conscience of this country— are we going 
to add to the woes of the people trapped in these areas by saying the children can- 
not have food because of "irregularities"? 

I>et us give you an example, in any block in our overcrowded areas, there are 
at least 1,000 eligible children. But there is only money for recreation or other 
funded programs for perhaps 50 or 100 kids at the most. This means that the 
others are not only left out of organized summer programs, but are also excluded 
from the iuncli program because they are not part of the activities. We are 
doubly punishing these children. 

In many blocks, parents and nelghiwrs began volunteer recreation programs, 
taking the children to the playground, or setting up a play street. Just so the chil- 
dren could be eligible for iunch. Volunteer workers accounted for over $1.5 mil- 
lion doiiars worth of in-kind ser\'ice8. 

SOMB OTHEB EFFECTS OF THE PB008AM 

In addition to providing food, our program generated hundreds of jobs. All the 
production workers who made the sandwiches, and packed food and loaded 
trucks were hired through community groups in poverty areas. Over 300 people 
worke<l for two months on these Jobs. . 

Sixty delivery truck drivers earned $4.00 an hour, and many gained enough 
experience to get Jobs after the program ended. 

XECD FOR ADVANCED PLANNINO TIUE 

1. Wc need at least two months to ptan proper control and accountability mech- 
anisms, to guarantee better monitoring of our program this year. 

2. We need lead time to make up proper bid-specifications, and to give the food 
comimnies which we hlro time to make adequate arrangements. 

For example, last year we were using 10 tons of meat a day. Kot even the 
largest meat producers can deliver that quantity without months of advance 
notice. 

3. We want to guarantee that some of the contracts for these lunches go to 
small businesses and minority businesses as an economic development factor for 
the community. We need time to help them make arrangements for loans, and to 
tool-up for the program. 

4. We want to use commodities such as flour, margarine and cheese. It takes 
months to make arrangemcntu for delivery of such items in large quantities. 

5. We want to make sure we can ser\*ice religious and ethnic groups with spe- 
cial dietary laws, such as Orthodox .Tews and Black Muslims. 

We ran a wonderful program last summer. We learned a great deal. We are con- 
vinced we can run a larger and better program this summer if we have advance 
planning time. 
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The need in New York City is great. There are at least one million childr-^m 
eligible for the i>rogram. We have applieii to teod 325,000 children a day for-45 
days. We exjiect additional applications from groups which get their federal 
fiimling for the summer in .June. 

We ask this Committee to help xiH and all other groups like us to make sure we 
have adeciuate funds to feed hungry children this summer. 
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FOR THE FIRST TIHE 

A COMMUNITY ORGANIZATION 

SPONSORED THE SUMMER LUNCH PROGRAM 

IN THE BIGGEST CITY 
WITH THE BIGGEST PROBLEHS 

IT WAS THE BIGGEST PROGR/W 

OVER 6.000.000 lUNCTES SERVED 
AND IT WAS great: 

IT WAS IMPOSSIBLE " IT COULON'T BE DONE 

3(fT WE DID IT 

AND 6 niLLlON TIMES THIS SUMMER 
KIDS ATE uUNCH AND DIDN't 60 HUNGRY 

THIS BOOKLET DESCRIBES THE UNITED BRONX PARENTS SUMMER LUNCH PROGRAM 
How IT HAPPENED — liOW IT KCf^KED — THE PEOPLE WHO MADE IT WORK 
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HOW mm BRorix pmns beca.mf sponsors of the si'hher lunch progrAiM 



IhI United Bronx Parents has been fighting to Improve 

the lunches In our public schools. »wHruTe 

l!kid*«c''!!J"L*'^ ^^!*.! ''^^^ state Department of Education 

KolU:\ll 2l?0^0"^'h?JdJjJ'^"^'^ ^" ^^-"^^"^ the Su««er Lunch 

^rlcir^l^trll JilnrJ*"!!"^?* ^''f"" *** ^^^'^ ^^e Children who 

JoSS H^flJ •u""f'' ^"'■^"5 t'^* '^^'^^^^ y"*" have no way of getting 
food during the su»«er months, with the tremendous 5n em p Toymen? 
rate, and the welfare cutbacks In our area, we desperately needed 
a program to give our children free lunch. ""perareiy neeoed 

The Summer Lunch Program had never been done In Hew York Citv 
before. Sponsorship was a tremendous responsibility ^ademJre 
difficult because there were very few cleir guide iJ«? aJd 
enornous problems involved In producing and del i veri ng 'tJSusands 

get the food? Where do you prepare U? Hov# do you deliver it? 

We had many questions and very few answers. 



OUT WC 010 HAVC TU'C T»'I«CS - 
WC OECIDCU THAT HHATEVCR THC 
Sm-ifi LU«CH prOGFAf. 



• CETERKin/iTlOH AKD HWICRY KIDS, 
OBSTACLES, WE wruLO RUII THE 
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HE RECEIVED HUNDREDS OF LEHERS OF CONGRATULATIONS AND THANKS * 
FROH All OVER NEH YORK CITY DESCRIBING HOH HAPPY THE CHILDREN 
HERE HITH THE LUNCHES. 
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now WE GOT THE KIPS 



In June we began to prepare for the program - despite the 
uncertainties. 

We contacted community organizations, church groups, poverty 
agencies. Neighborhood Youth Corps, "Y^s, recreation centers. 
Boys Clubs, etc., throughout the city. 

Everyone was Interested In a program to feed children. But 
they also had lots of questions: When ^^^IJ*^***''" 
many chlldrtn can we feed? What kind of food? Do we have to 
pick It up, or Is It delivered? We only have a storefront — 
or we meet In a playground Is that OK? etc., etc. 

Most of the questions couldn't be answered until we got word 
from the State Education Department, and they couldn't answer 
us uutll they got the word, and the money, from the Unlttd 
States Department of Agriculture In Washington. 
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GOOD NEWS 



o^^nimio'Ss "Sh'L"«l?5 visits to 



AND THEN 
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BAD NEWS 



•i""! **** ^'^^^ »*• Informed that, 

•PProprUtlon. the United 

«5 in-S*?!*^^"*?! Agriculture was 11«i1t1n9 the av^ount 
or noney It would spend. 

We were cut back to 25,000 lunches a day. 

11? Jlil*? • city-wide emergency meeting of all the groups 
already involved In the program. Together we decided we 
Md to get the food for the kids. Together we decided we 
would each cut our programs to the bone, and bring down 
the total to 50,000 lunches a day. We would run the 
program at 50,000 for 22 days (instead of 25,000 lunches 
for days) and In the meantime call «11 our Senators 
and Congressmen to get more monoy released to feed our kid 

We were all upsftt and angry* because we knew so many 
children would go hungry. Telegrams and phone calls flew 
to and from Washington. 



T 



567 

-V" ■ 



n 

A CITY-WIDE EMERGENCY MEETING AND PRESS CONFERENCE HAS CALLED 
OK JULY 1st to protest THE CUTBACKS. 



FreeUmch 
Is Cut Back 

Wf BAMT ctunoNcajijc 
A fr«c fMKk fntram 
oriftntl^ plMMd lor l^m 
Ntw Tom sJttm chUdfcs tiki* 

MUMMTWlll MW b« *bW to 

cetd nxn wcm «c 
f JS^*!^ np Jii the 
»n Meet •! the V. S. ZM. 

FMMt fTMfC Md afflctolt 

«f the Mate EdtMatiM Zteyt 

wu "entMU* t* the itOjio* 
«htCto cMMim «w hm 
w*^ ftfMd 19 for their 
4at» e e « <w<d m fmU Jake; 
MlkMifniit. 

-Thtfe 39QJIM mere Ute 
thM we were «M» te iM M 
iwr." etoemd Mehwtf O. 
KwC the fate's eeheol leod 
aMMf*r. wh« took s yeclUve 
«Ww «< the imcnM. lUtC « 
"•fWeftftt. wottttf Mt 
^fadettot the profraM 
Wiw M a foei -toner. 
ftMy - poiiithv 0M( that cttv 
Md Mau afendca htv* aet 

over 900 day-cat* eeaten 
fir fcedJac na<tmonfldbi< 
alMichlUmi. 



.tMihcrVkw 

lldwmr. Un. Kathr CeW- 
nian, r»«rdtRafcr oT Voitci 
»reiw Parmt«,Xiie, the epeo- 
»orfai» aimcy tor the ITOA- 
fuaded iireenm, aaid: 

There arr seC«f tQ he a M 

or huAciy ddUrm to the oty 
thb swnmer, WiUi the net* 
firr cutbackf ft^ tphe 
<lmsUtia( In the ghetU 
areas. It's cnidal tp t«t a« 
mtKh food to these cMlto 
as weein,- 

Sounes aald tte origlMl 
IZtDA saamer fni fc««f«| 
was cstiMiatci at |MtT- 
fBimon. Uter ralaed ta fH- 
mUlloa ta actaal apfrifda' 
tlotts \^ a JcMta^swe 
cMremiee loekkw tola the 
wtthtlonal acedi of the m- 
tioa. 

Arm reeelvlaff UBDA ap- 
pmt to fnoNd with the 
dajr-care aad tecraatlaa 
omter prasram heifsr the 
State Sdaeattaa Oept i*. 



Tfce pngnM wu mm- 



that the state fca^ » 
IttMdhrthe UtDA WeAMt. 
d«]r aJiMtd aabr tLMMta 

«f the 




VSDA had alleiivd for la 
their hodfetf two yaaia 



WtW TOtK ypiT^ flm^y^ jg^y 
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HOW THE PROGRAM WRKED 



HOW 00 YOU HAKE 150.000 SAWOWICHES A DAY? 

As we planned the Sumier Lunch Prograa, we realized we needed 
the help of experts In large-scale feeding. 

Richard 0. Reed, of the New York State Oepartae^t of Education 
worked wUh us constantly, and his knowledge and help were 
Invaluable. 

We talked to people In the food business to get Ideas about how 
the prograw could be handled. ARA Food Services, Inc., which 
had run %imUzr programs In Detroit and Philadelphia, was 
Interested In rhe New York City progra*. ARA is one of the 
biggest food co».7'n1es In -the United States, and they had the 
know-how, resources an<| money we needed. 

They explained what problems we would face producing thousands 
"IiJ*"?*'^^''" problens Involved In delivering 

Milk, Juice, fresh fruit and sandwiches to sites all over the 
city. We began to undertand what was Involved In the purchasing, 
production, handling, storing and delivery of such «ass1ve 
amounts of food day after day. 

ARA was willing to Invest money In a production plant, trucks, 
and all other aspects of the progran, and we hired the* to 
prepare and deliver the food. They agreed to hire workers fro» 
our poverty areas In the city for the jobs. 

Our biggest problem was lack of time. We could have used six 
months to prepare properly for this progr)«, but we only had 
six weeks for advance work and six days tj really set It up. 

For example, we used ten tons of meat a day . You can't order 
that from your corner butcher, or even from your neighborhood 
*?!£'^f''*'fJ* quantity, we had to deal 

witn the biggest meat producers, and even they needed time to 
get enough ham, turkey roll, boloney, salami, meat loaf, etc., 
to meet our needs. 

We faced constant problems and crises and deadlines because 
we had so little preparation time. But everyone pitched In, 
worked day and night, and we overcaue the obstacles. 
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UETTEB8 FEBTAININO TO SUMMER LUNCH PROGRAM 

(New York and other cities) 

City of New York Police Department, 

New York, N.Y., April 18, 1972, 

Mrs. Evelina Antonetty, 
United Bronx Parents, 
Bronx, N.Y, 

Dear Mrs. Antonetty: I would like to congratulate you and the United 
Bronx Parents for the wonderful job you are doing in feeding the children of 
the i)oor communities in ever>' borough of New York City. In addition to servicing 
iwverty programs, cluirch(>s, day camps, day care centers, I am especially thank- 
ful to you for including the various Police Athletic League organizations in the 
city (especially in the 40th and 41st Precincts in tlie Bronx). 

Tliis year it is imperative that tlds program be funded and expanded to meet 
the ever increasing needs of the iwor communities. With an ever increasing 
number of gangs and the always decreasing number of jobs available for youths, 
1 feel that this program will have a great importance in New York City. 

I would like to wish 'you every success in continuing and expanding the summer 
lunch program for this year. If there is any way I can be of assistance to you, 
do not hesitate to call. 

Luis M. Neco, 
Deputy Commissioner, Legal Matters. 



Snyder & Levine, 
Certified Public Accountants, 

New York, N,Y., April 17, 1072, 

United Bbonx Parents, Inc., 
Bronx, N,Yr. 

In accordance with your request, we have audited the books and records of 
the United Bronx Parents, Inc., as they relate to the 1071 Summer Lunch Pro- 
gram. Our examination was made in accordance with generally accepted auditing 
standards and accordingly included such tests of the accounting records and 
.such other auditing procedures as we considered necessary in the circumstances*. 

In order for our tinn to certify as to the accuracy of the invoice being sub- 
mitted by United Bronx Parents, Inc., we deemed it necessary to conduct an 
Indeiwndent survey of the agencies who had distributed the lunches throughout 
the City of New York. Accordingly, we circulated all distributing agencies and 
analyzed their responses. It is to be noted that verifications received from the 
agencies within the time allotted for responses were extremely favorable. Re- 
sponses indicating discrepancies amounted to .0048, A factor was, therefore, cal- 
culated for non-res]H>n.ses which amounted to .0046. This would indicate a total 
discrepancy factor of approximately 1% of all lunches distributed. 

In our opinion, the results of the Summer Lunch Program for 1971 were fairly 
presented in the invoice submitted by Tnited Bronx Parents, Inc., to the State 
Kducation Deimrtment of New York. 

Snyder & Levine. 



Henry Street Day Care Center Group III, Thank Vou m the Free Lunches ! 

Sharon < I liked the meat and bread. 
Denise: I drinked the milk and juice. 
Chants : I liked the sandwiches. 
Sid : I ate the fruit. 
Orlando: The fruit was very good. 
Darius: I liked all the fruit 
David : I liked the fruit best. 
Cathy : Oh ! the plums were good. 
Aida : I liked the apples. 
Clarence: Best of all I liked the fruit 
Josey : I liked the sandwiches. 
Kim : I liked the peaches best 
Sincerely, 

Mrs. J. Simpson. 
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GoDOARD-RlVEfiSIOE COMMUNITV CEKIEB, 

Netv York, A^F., August 27, 1911. 

Mrs. BvEuxA Antoxetty, 

Executive Director t United Bronx Parents, 

Bronx, i^.y. - 

Dear Mrs. Axtonetty: On behalf of the staff and campers of Go(ldard-Rive»*- 
side Community Center Summer Day Camp, I would like to thank you for pro- 
viding lunches this summer. The cami>ers enjoyed them and it was good to be 
able to offer a wholesome and balanced meal for the children. 

Our congratulations on putting the lunch program together on such short 
notice and with such relatively few mix-ups. 

We all hope you will be willing and able to provide this service next summer. 
Sincerely, 

Joseph Ramos, 
Center Director, 



Bronx, N.Y., August 24, 1971, 

Mrs. EVEUNA Antonetty, 
United Bronx Parents, Inc., 
Bronx, N.Y, 

Dear Mrs. Antosetty: I have never had the pleasure of meeting you, or you 
me. But I have seen your i>eople at work on the outside distributing the lunches. 
You cannot imagine what the^e volunteers do, and how much they take. Xot all the 
organizations involved are in a school or day care center or church. Home are in 
.*;tore fronts and others in front of private homes. These iieople are terrific in 
their work, and should have some sort of recognition, as if it were not .solely for 
the volunteer without pay your program would not liave been fulfilled. 

Would it not be wonderful if you mentioned their names in the Daily News, 
and gave them thanks, and would it not be nice if you could meet each of these 
persons who have nmde this program possible to invite them out to dinner? 

I salute the volunteer. May the program be twice as .successful next year. 
Sincerely yours, 

Mrs. Robert Connors. 



Boys Brotherhood Republic, 
New York, N.Y., August 13, lOJL 

Mrs. KATUY GOLDM..N, 

United Bronx Parents, 
Bronx, JV.F. 

Dear Mrs. Goldman : The Board of Trustees of the Boys Brotherhood Repub- 
lic of New York, Inc., the Staff and the children who are serviced by the varied 
programs the year-around, join me in cxpre.ssing heartfelt and combined gratis 
tude to you, and all others who are responsible for the daily lunches received and 
enjoyed by the youngsters who participate in our 1971 Day Camp. 

"There shall be peace on earth ; but not until each child shall daily eat his fill ; 
go warmly clad against the winter winds; and icarn his less(ms of life with a 
tranquil mind." 

As you know, tlie.se children stem from underachieved and ui5dcri>rivileged 
homes and this supplement to their diet, is indeed "froni heaven." 

Please relay our appreciation to the members of the United Bronx Parent.s' and 
extend our invitation to have them visit our building on the lower east side of 
Manhattan. I have enclosed some recent literature explaining our activities. 

May God hold you all warm]y in the palm of His hand. 

I remain. 

Yours in service, 

Ralph Hittman, 
Executive Director. 



July 27, 1972, 

United Bronx Parents, 
Bronx, y.Y, 

Dear Mrs. Antonetty: We the and myself thank you for the lunches you have 
supplied us with for the last couple of weeks but we would like to know if you 
could get us .some mu.stanl or majonnaise instead of butter if you could please. 
Your*s truly, 

Barry Thompson. 
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U.S.A, Cadet Corps, 
Hrooklyn, X.Y., September 8, 1971. 

Mrs. Evelina Axtonetty, 
United Bronx Parents, Inc., 

Bronx, A'.y. , , , 

• Deak Mrs. Antonetty : As the summer has come to an end, w e look around 
to thank those that helped us make it through. T'««f „,i 

Among the ones that we have to thank the most we find The United Bronx 
Parent^** out in front. , ^, . „„^^„„if.. 

This summer the children in our program and others from the commumt>, 
that parents didn^t allow to go on trips were very lucky. Everyday they received 
free lunch, (sandwich, fruit, milk and juice). When the lunches were late the 
counselors took theiu by bus, train or car to where the children had gone for 
the day. What was left was distributed to other children in our center, bome- 
times mothers came with all their children to get the lunch when it had arrived 
at 4 P.M. 

The drivers were always courteous and well mannered no matter what we 
ask or told them when late. Tlie lunches always arrived in good eatable condi- 
tion. The children enjoy tliem. Wc hojie you can get this program again next year 
and start early in July as it is badly needed. 

Once more thank you for your excellent service during the summer. 
Truly yours, 

Mercedes Miranda, 

Program Director. 

Uri'KR West Side Ixi>epemjent Youth Council, 

Xeio York, September 3, 1971. 

Mrs. Katiiy Goldman, 
Vnited Bronx Parents, 
Bronx, N.Y. 

Dear Katiiy : Once aKain the United Bronx Parents shows why many con- 
sider it tlie best rim anti overty agency in Xew York City. Most of the poverty 
agencies througliout XYC should follow your dedication to the community. I 
commend your efforts in acquiring the limchcs and fighting the Agriculture bu- 
rcaucracv to get full Summer allotments. Because of this effort many poor chil- 
dren in niy community were able to get a balanced meal through our lunch 
program. Thank you. . . . 

Sincerely, , _ 

Allen Hodoe, 

President, Youth CouncU. 

Jaja Association for the People. 

New York, N.Y., August 11, 1971. 

To : Kxecutivc Director, Evelina Antonetty, United Bronx Parents. Inc. 
Subject : Uefercncc to your letter of August d 11)71, sunmier lunch program Mr 
children. 

Dear Miss or Mrs. Kvelixa Antonetty: In reference to your letter, dated 
AugiL«;t 0. 11)71, after carf^fiiUy reading it and thinking about it, I decided to write 
to you bees use of your group doing what it can to feed children limch for the 
Summer. , . . 

In your letter you stated that it has l)een only 4 weeks since your group has 
started the p ogram. I can well assure you that you did a wonderful job for all 
the commun ies that you are helping. * , . ^ * ^ » 

Regardless of late deliveries, not enough variety in foods, it was ju.st a start In 
the program'. Next year you will be better situated to handle it better because 
you learn from past mistakes, not due to anyone*s fault at all. 

The main thing is you did get the program off Its feet and yon did the communi- 
ties, that is serving the people. Anytime you arc serving the i)eoplc you are doing 
somcthiuij * nd it is needed all year not just for the Summer. « ^ , 

If you can. you should start a Krco Breakfast Program for Hungry School 
Children in tl •moriiiug in all the communities. , , ^ 

Wc are not afraid of anyone coming into East Harlem and seeing for them- 
selves where the food is going. It is going to the people. It is not sold and wc 
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handle a large amount of people iu East Harlem. Just ask the i>eople and I will 
let the iieople siieak for C.D.O. Here i.s thanking you and your group for helping 
the iieople, I have to si>eak for the i)eople because tliat's who is getting the food 
and I know that thoy need and welcome it. Ke^jp up the good work and I and the 
people wish you luck Now and in the future. I Thank you and I remain. 
Ue.siiectfully yours, 

Jaja Akata Bebnard. 



City op San Antonio, 
San Antonio, Tex., April 10, 1972, 

Senator John To web, 
Cannon Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Senator Tower ; Mayor John Gatti and City Manager Gerald Henckel 
liave asked me to write you in detail about the critical problem facing the city 
of San Antonio in regard to our plans for a Summer Recreation and Nutrition 
Program in 19 1 2. This letter will provide additional detail to .supiM^rt the Mayor's 
telegram to you of March 6tli. 

The iiresent crisis arises from the application of guidelines adopted by the 
Department of Agriculture fo** the distribution of child nutrition funds for the 
coming summer. Although we r^-el that the guidelines in general are unnecessarily 
restrictive* and to s^me degree motivated by policies unrelated to the puriwses of 
the program, it is the priorities adopted for funding app! t'ants which we feel are 
wrong. OSDA says it will fund applicants in the following order. 

Group I: Spon.sors operating programs last year which .submit applications 
meeting program standards — for amounts not more than their use of funds last 
year. 

Group II : Sponsors which did not participate last year which submit applica- 
tions meeting program standards — for such amounts as are warranted. 

Group III: Group I sjwnsors — for that portion of their applications which 
repre.s(>nt the re(iuested funds which are in excess of the approximate amount of 
the funds they used last year. 

Source: USDA-1972 Special Summer Program— SFSP— Funding Guidelines 
and Action I*lan. (Undated) 

The USDA priorities would have some validity, applied to the City of San 
Antonio, if the funds allocated last year had l>ecn provided on a timely ba.sis and 
if they had l>een guaranteed for the full summer. Neither of these mo.st reasonable 
and desirable administrative courtesies was offered in FY71. 

First of all, the summer nutrition grants are tied directly to the Recreation 
Support Program (RSP) administered by the Department of Tabor. The imrson- 
nel necessary to superdse and deliver the nutrition program, the presence of 
whom must l)e guarantee<l to USDA in advance, are paid for with RSP funds. In 
FY71 RSP funds were not delivered to the City until June 28th. 

Second, the USDA in its FY71 grant award letter speoifically warned that 
funds would be provided under its terms only until June 30th. Additional funding 
was nmdo entirely dependent on Congres.sional action authorizing the carryover 
of funds for the remaining two months of the summer. The.se two interrelated, 
but apparently uncoordinated, actions by USDA and DOL made it all hut im- 
possible for the City to participate at the authorised leveLs. 

During May of 1071, in anticipation of a routine grant award, a contract had 
been negotiated with a caterer on the basis of a three month program beginning 
in the first week of June. After receipt of the grant award letter, the City Attorney 
advised the City Council, in late May. that in the event that Congress failed to 
act to authorize USDA to expand Fy71 funds in FY72, the General Fund of the 
City would be liable for that portion of the contract which was not funded by the 
federal government. The contract %vas withdrawal, with the kind consent of the 
contractor, and re-negotiated in accordance with the USDA letter and the at- 
torney's advice. Since the contractor had already placed bulk orders with his sup- 
pliers no increase in price to the City resulted, but this year he has advised us that 
he« or any other bidden would have to adjust his hid to allow for the possible con- 
tingency of cancellation after one month of operation. The remaining delay in 
getting the program underway resulted from the failure of DOL to deliver the 
RSP funds until June 28th. 

The positions of the City in this matter is quite simple. We feel that the Group 
I guideline restricting applicants, without exception, to the le^'el of funds they 
used last year is draconian and self-serving if the role of USDA (and DOL) is 
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not considered a factor in our failure to expend all of the funds authorized in 
FYil. We feel in addition that USDA iwlicy is unnecessarily restrictive and timid 
with regard to tlu* exiwuditure of funds appropriated in one fiscjil year during 
the first months of the foll<min« year. All other federal departments with which 
this City deals allow this tyi>e of arrangement provided the total program funds 
are eucuml>ere<l (i.e., contracted for or put into oiHfration) in the proper year. 
The failure of U«DA to adopt such a isimple and legal procedure is the primarj- 
reason for the predicament the City of San Antonio faces in F\'72. In addition 
the pri<»rities adopted l»y USDA fly in the face of it.s own efforts to reduce the 
number of separate sponsors in each city. The department has consistently urged 
over the past two years that city government become the prime summer nutrition 
sponsor. The application of these priorities in San Antonio may very well result 
in the submission of seimrate applications by more than twenty-five agencies now- 
served by the City contract. In FVil the City was granted $fiOO,000 to serve 
20.000 children for the suuuuer. This year we have asked for $748,000 to ser>'e 
25.000 children for the sjune iieritKl. The City is agreeable to the Group III 
priority as it would apply to the additional $1-18,000. 

We cannot agree to the oi)eration of the Group I priority which will limit the 
entire City to approximately $211,000. the amount we u.sed under the impedi- 
ments cited above in FY71. In the final analysis it is small children already de- 
prived, who will be further deprived by the USDA action. 

We, therefore, recpiest the intervention of your oflice to effect an equitable solu- 
tion of the present situation. It might als<» be helpful if the Congress auhorize<l 
and directed USDA to adopt the fund overlap policies used by other federal de- 
partments in year end situations. I understand that some effort is l*re.sently 
being made within the Senate Nutrition Committee to have the Approriations 
Connnittees so instruct USDA. If so, the City of San Antonio strongly concurs. 

Thank you very much for your attention to this matter. Should you wish fur- 
ther hiformation or clarification I can be reached at ni2/22r>-27-l6. The matter of 
providing meals to disadvantaged children is so critical in importance to the City 
that I will, if necessary, come to Washington to assist your s-taff should they 
find that desirable. 
Sincerely, 

ROBKBT J. MACDoXALD, 

Director, Intergovernmental Services. 
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New Ix)>don Model City Aokncy, 

May 30, 1072. 

lion. Thomas F. Me.skill, 
Governor of the State of Oonneetieut, 
State nuilding, Hartford, Conn. 

DtiAR Governor Mf.skill: The New I.ondon Model City Agency spent the 
months of February and March preparing to apply for the Summer Nutrition 
Program. To our disnmy, we were informed that the City <jf New London, in 
this cn.'-o the .Model City Agency, would have to carry the entire co.st of the pro- 
gram with rebates coming either at the end of the summer or early fall. 

It is essential that with such a program, funds be allocated to the City prior 
to the summer, so that the City would not have to tie up its limited funds which 
could be used to develop summer recreational and cultural programs. 

Uiwn writing to Senator MeGovem's Senate Select Committee on Nutrition 
and Ilunmn Needs, we received a call informing us that the decision of reimburs- 
ing a eity at the end of the summer was .strictly an administrative procedure. 
Nowhere does the law state a city could not receive funds prior to the .summer, 
or at least sy.stenmtic advances throughout the summer. 

After receiving this information we submitted our application to the Connecti- 
cut State DeiMirtraent of Education, School Lunch and Nutrition Division. We 
were then informed that since our application was not submitted prior to March 
25, 1972, no other applications eould be considered. 

It is this agency's firm belief that in order to have a successful Smnmer Nu- 
trition Program, supported by the President and Congress by Congressional ap- 
l)ropriations, cities across the nation must be able to receive funds prior to the 
summer. 

Your attention in this matter is essential it New London hopes to get neces- 
sary nutrition funds and if our application is to be accepted. 
Sincerely, 

RoimuT Williams, Director, 
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Habvabu Univehsjty, 
School of Public Health, 
„ . „ Boston, Maifis., April 20, 1972. 

lion. Alan Cbaxstox, 

iielcct Committee on Nutrition and Human Xeeds, 
V. S, iicnate, Washington, D,C, 

Deab Senatob Cranston : I understand that yt have' sh»>\vn u particular in- 
terest HI the suiuuicr food programs. I am delight* o &ee you actively interested 
forjit least two major reasons: 

First, ehildren need to he prol»erly fed during the umuier as v/ell as during the 
rest or the year. The same health reasons which created the need for free and 
reduced co.st school lunches during the .school year apply to the suuunor. More 
than that, the summer is a i>eriod of greater physical activitv, if anything, than 
during the winter. 

Two, it is as nece.ssary for the welfare of youngsters as it is for the tramiuility 
of our cities during what promises to be a long and hot Munnier to see to it that 
the cities be eueournged to organize as nmuy recreation progr:mis as possible, in- 
cluding sports, for young adolescents. It is very difficult to plan a dav for young 
people unless you are going to feed them at least once during the course of the 
day. 

It is difficult for me to estimate what ideally the need should he. If we were to 
feed the needy youngsters during the suuuaer at the same rate as we do during 
the rest of the year, we need at least 2(K) million dollars. The estimate of the 
mayors of 52 million dfdhirs >-eenis to me an a!»solute uiiuinnnn. It seems to be 
twice as much as what the Department of Agriculture is prepannl to appropriate. 
Under these conditions. I hope you and your colh " Tues will not decrease your 
efforts and the pressure that you can bring on the Kxecutive Branch to .see to it 
that .sufficient money is authorized, appropriated in<l siwut to make these pro- 
gram < a success. 

With best regards. 
Sincerely yours. 

Jkan Mayeb, 
ProfcHHor of Nutrition. 

U.S. 8KNATE, 

Offick of thk Uxsislative Counskl. 

April IS, mj. 

MENfOBANDUM FOR 8eX.\T0R McGoVKKN 

This nienioninduui is in response to your request for the opinion of this office 
regarding the availability of funds, authorizc^l by section 15 of the National 
School Lunch Act, to carry out the sunmier feeding program under section li 
of the Natiorail School Lunch Act during the summer of 1072. Specifically, you 
wish to know whether any further congressional acticai is necessarv to i)ermit 
the Secretary of Agriculture to expend the $135,000,000 referred to in .section 15 
referred to above. 

Section 15 of the Naticmal School Lunch Act was amended by Public Law 
02-32 (85 Stat. 85) to read as follows: 

"Sec. 15. (a) In addition to funds appropriated or otherwise available, the 
Secretary is authorized to use, during the fiscal year ending .Tune 30, 1971, not 
to exceed $3.5,000,000 in funds from section .'^2 of the Act nf Amrust 24. ll>3a 
(7 U.S.C. 612e), to carry out the provisions of this Act, and during the fi.scal 
year ending .Tune 30, 1072, not to exceed .$100,000,000 in funds from such section 
32 to carry out the provisions of this Act relating to the senicc of free and 
reduced-price meals to needy children in .schools and service institutions. 

••(b) Any funds unexpended under this .section at the end of the fiscal year 
ending .Tune 30. 1071, or at the end of the fiscal year ending .Tune 30, 1072, shall 
remain nvailahle Jo-the Secretary in accordance with the last sentence of sec* 
tion 3 of this Act, as amended." 

Section 32 of the Act of August 24. 1035 (7 U.S.C. 612e) constitutes a perma- 
nent annual .,i)pro]>riation of a sum of money, determined iu acc«>rdance with 
the formula prescribed in .such .section, to be u.sed by the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture only for certain specified pun>c)ses set forth in .section 32. The first para- 
graph of section 32 reads as follows : 

"Sec. 32. Tliere is hereby appropriated for each fiscal year beginning with the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1036, an amount equal to 30 per centum of the grcss 
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receipts froiu duties collected under the customs laws during the period Janu- 
ary 1 to I)eceiiil>er 31. l>otli inclusive, precedinjr the l>eginning of each such fiscal 
year. Such sums .shall he maintained in a separate fund and shall be used by the 
Secretary of Agrit ulture only to (1) encourage the exiwrtation of agricultural 
commodities and products thereof by the payment of benefits in connection with 
the exportation thereof or of indeninities for losse.s incurred in connection with 
such eximrtaticm or hy payments to protlucers in connection with the production 
of that part of any a^rricultural commodity re<iuire<l for domestic consumption; 
(2) encourage the domestic consumption of such commodities or products by di- 
verting them, by the payment of benefits or indemnities or bv other means, from 
the normal channels of trade and commerce or by increasing their utilization 
through !>enefits, indemnities, donations or by other mean.s, among persons in 
low-income groups as determined by the Secretary of Agriculture: and (3) re- 
establisli farmers' purchasing power by making payments In connection with 
the normal prwluction of any agricultural commodity for domestic consump- 
tion. Determinations by the Secretary as to what constitutes diversion and what 
constitutes normal channels of trade and commerce and what constitutes nor- 
ma! nrrduction for domestic consumption «hall be final.** 

Whether one views the language of section 15 of the National Scliool Lunch Act 
as an indirect amendment to section 32 or as legislation overriding the prohibition 
contained in section 32 against the use of the funds appropriated for any purpose 
not specified therein, the result is the same : An expansion of the purposes for 
which the funds appropriated by section 32 may be expended. 

There is no legal requirement for any further appropriation process to permit 
the ttse of section 32 funds for a new purpose added by indirect amendment to 
those purpo.ses enumerated in section 32, In the absence of any congressional in- 
tention to the contrary, it is therefore my opinion (1) that the authority of the 
Secretary of Agriculture to u.se funds appropriated under that section for the pur- 
pose authorized by section 15 of the National School Lunch Act is no less than if 
the language of section 32 itself had been amended to include the purpose specified 
in buch .section 15, and (2) that no further action by the Congress is necessary to 
make such funds available, within the amounts »i)ecified, for carrying out the 
National School Lunch Act. 

There is, however, a strong indication that in enacting the first section of Pub- 
lic Law 92-32 (which amended section 15 of the National School Lunch Act), the 
Congress intended to provide stoi)-gap or emergency funding for free and reduced 
price lunches for fiscal years 1071 and 1072 until such time as the regular appro- 
priation Dill could be enacted. On page 2 of the Senate report on H-R. 5257, which 
was subsequently enacted as Public Law 02-32, the report states ; 

"Appropriations have not yet been made for fiscal 1072 and it was feared tliat 
inadequate funds would be available, particularly for the summer programs, if it 
were necessary to rely on continuing resolutions without adequate time for Con- 
gre.ss to explore current needs. When C<»ngress has an opportunity to consider 
fully appropriations for the Department of Agriculture for fiscal 1072, it can limit 
the amount of section 32 funds available for National School Lunch Act imrj>o.ses 
as it has in past appropriation Acts.** 

Since fiscal year 1050 the Cojjgre.'^s has provided in annual appropriation Acts 
for the u.se of specified amounts from .section 32 to carry out ihe National School 
Lunch Act. It also provided for the transfer of a siwcified amount in the current 
agricultural appropriation Act (Public Law 02-73), but whether the Congress 
intended hy its action of providing for such transfer to limit or nullify the trans- 
fer authority contained in section 15 of the National School Lunch Act is not at 
all clear. 

During consideration of the agricultural appropriation l)ill for fiscal year 1072, 
H.H. 0270 (sub.sequently enacted as Public Law 02-73), Senator Percy offered an 
amendment to delete certain language from the bill relating to the use of funds 
from section 32 to carry out the school lunch program. He was concerned about 
the effect the language in the bill might be construed to have on the provisions of 
section 15 of the National School Lunch Aet, as amende^' hy Public Law 92-32, 
which also related to the use of section 32 funds. Senator ^"gnuson also was con- 
cerned about the provisions of the appropriation bill but With regard to the effect 
they would have on section (5 of Public Law 02-32 which authorized the use of 
section 32 funds for carrying out direct distribution or other programs in any area 
of the United States during the fiscal year ending June 30, 1072. The amendment 
to H.R. 0270 timt was agreed to by the Senate regarding section 32 funds provided 
as follows : 
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^; ^^^^^]^^ ^" measure shall be construed to Ihmt thv use of Section 
3.> funds for the nnpleuientntion of Public Law 9:i-Z2r 

The (liscussiou on the floor of the Senate leading to the adoption of the amend- 
ment IS attached as an appendix to this memoranaum. 

The SwMiate amendment was flropped in the coherence between the two Houses 
and the only discussion in the joint statement of managers in connection with the 
actum of the conterecs on the matter appears on page i) of the report (House 
Report No. y2-3i«). It reads as follows: 

••Amendment No. 3t>: I^eletes language exempting the provisions of Public 
Senate limitaUons on the section 31i approijriation adacu b.v the 

"The conferees agree that such language could threaten support for the prices 
Of apples, fruits and other perishable commodities whicU aire deimndent upon 
purchase of surpluses with section 32 funds and donati-.n to schools and needv 
families. There is no intent to limit the eilect of Public Law 92-32 so long as it 
does not reduce the level of section 32 funds which need to be carried forward 
as provided in basic law.'* 

There was no further discussion of the action of the ca * es on the matter 
\\licn the conference report was considered by the two Hon.,- 

The statement in explanation of the amendment to section iD of the National 
School Lunch Act (contained in Public Law 92-32) set ouf earlier and the la.st 
sentence of the explanation of Amendment No. 36 to H.U. 927C appear to be in 
conflict, and what the intent of the Congress was at the time of the enactment of 
the appropriation bill cannot be determined from the lef^.3lative history. 

In view of the foregoing, and in the absence of any further assurances Vrom the 
Committees on Appropriations. I can understand that there mav be a de«ree of 
uncertainty on the part of the Secretary of Agriculture to use the funds author- 
ized under section 15 of the National School Lunch Act after the enactment of 
the appropriation Act (Public Law 92-73). 

On the ba.sis of the testimony of Mr. James Springfield, Director, Food St^mp 
Division, Department of Agriculture on April 7, 1972, excerpts of which you at- 
tached to your letter to this office, it is assumed that the Secretary of Agriculture 
takes the official jiosition that even though funds under section 32 are authorissed 
^o be used for a purpose other than those specified in section 32, the funds do not 
actually become available for such purpose until they are included in an anpro- 
priatiim measure. 

If the Secretary of Agriculture takes the position that he cannot, because of an 
undCiStandinj; with the committees of Congress concerned, use funds under sec- 
tion 32 as authorized by section 15 of the National School Lunch Act unless the 
amount to he used for such purpose ha.s been .specifically included in an appropri- 
ation Act. such committees could, of course, release him from that understanding?. 
On the other hand, if the Secretary (or the Office of Budget and Management) 
takes the position that .such funds are not available as a matter of law untM they 
have been .specifically included in an appropriation Act. the enactment of clarify- 
ing legislation may be the only artion the Congress can take, other than includ- 
ing such fund.*; in an appropriation Act. to a.s.sure the Secretary of the availabilitv 
of the funds. 

Respectfully. 

Hugh C Kvans. 

Senior Counsel 



(From the Congressional Record of July 15, 1971, pages S11222-3] 
Appendix 

Mr. Percy. Mr. President, I send to the desk an amendment that I believe can 
be disposed of very quickly. 

The Pbksioino Offict-x The clerk will report the amendment. 

Tlie assistant legislative clerk proceeded to read as follows: 

The Senator from Illinois (Mr. Percy) proposes an amendment as follows: 

On iMige 40, line 18, delete "of" through line 20 "program 

Mr. Pkrcy. Mr. President, I yield myself such time as I might require. 

Mr. President, I expressed yesterday in the full .session of the .Appropriations 
Committee concern about the ambiguous language in the agricultural appropria- 
tions bill of 1971. H.R. 9270. It has been brought to my attention that the Depart- 
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ment of Agriculture is apparently interpreting this language in light of comments 
made by the distinguiahed Represeutative from Mississippi, Representative 
Wlntten, during debate on the House version of the bill. 

The language concerns a possible limitation on the authority of the Secretary 
of Agriculture to spend any more funds from section 32 that the Congress has 
elsewhere authorized. 

My concern stems from a point raised by Assistant Secretary of Agriculture 
Lyng, 2 weeks ago, whereby he stated that the House-passed agriculture appro- 
priations bill contained language limiting the use of section 32 funds only to 
their appropriated amount. In effect, Assistant Secret' ly Lyng was saying that 
the appropriations bill overrode H.R. 5257, which became law June 30 (Public 
Law 92-32) and which permitted the Secretary of Agriculture to use up to 
$100 million in section 32 funds in fiscal year 1972 for im'&lementing free and 
reduced-priced meals. 

Although H.R. 5257 was an ''allocation" measure and simply gave the Secre- 
tary authority to use already appropriated and available funds, it did pass both 
House:} overwhelmingly, and it would be a mistake for the Congress to take away 
with one hand what it gave with another. 

Representative Whitten made a statement on the floor of the House when it 
was considering the agricultural appropriations bill. He said that the $11.2 
million to be provided in the committee amendment — for summer feeding pro- 
grams— "represents a maximum that the Department could use." He did not 
say that that wa^ a maximum as to summer feeding or all child feeding. Even 
if it was as to summer feeding only, the Office of the Management and Budget, 
in announcing an increase of $15 million in available funds, has already exceeded 
that limitation, if a limitation it actually be. 

Mr. President, for that reason the amendment I have offered would make it 
crvstal clear what we actually do mean. 

Mr. McGee. Mr. President, I yield to the Senator from Washington. 

Mr. Maonuson. Mr. President, I submit an amendment on behalf of myself, 
Senator Jackson, and Senator Hart as a substitute for the pending amendment. 

The Presiding Officer. The clerk will report the amendment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as follows : 

On page 41, line 4, insert the following : 

••Sec. 5. Nothing in this measure shall be conrtrued to limit the use of Section 
32 funds for the implementation of Public Law 9 >-32." 

The 1*RE8IDIN0 Officer. The Parliamentarian informs the Chair that the amend- 
ment is not in order because it is not a substitute for the amendment of the 
Senator fr(»m Illinois, but pertains to another place in the bill. 

Mr. Mans^'ield. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a quorum, and ask 
unanimous consent that the time be taken out of the bill. 

The Presiding Officer. Without objection, it is so ordered. The clerk will call 
the roll. 

Tlio assistant legislative clerk proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. *McGee. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The l>REsmiN<j Officer. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. Percy. Mr. President, I have examined the language of the amendment 
oflfered by the distinguished Senator from Washington. The language is per- 
fectly acceptable to me. It accomplishes the same purpose in a very straight- 
forward manner. ^ ^ 

I withdraw my amendment on the basis that we will have an opportunity to 
see whether they will accept the amendment of the distinguished Senator from 
Washington. 

The Presiding Officer. The amendment is withdrawn. 
Mr. Maonuson. Mr. President. I submit the amendment. 
The Presiding Officer. The clerk will report the amendment. 
The assistant legislative clerk read as follows : 
On page 41, line 4, insert the followMng : 

"Sec. 5. Xoching in this measure shall be construed to limit the use of Section 62 
funds for the implementation of Public Law 92-32." 

Mr. Maonuson. Mr. President, as the Senator from Illinois well -said, the 
amendment I have offered cover.*; the matter he and I are concerned with. Tlie 
language merely makes It clear that none of the funds or implied limitations in 
this appropriation bill, H.R. 9270, would apply to the use of section 32 funds as 
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fw *t ""''r ^"^i''^ ^■^'^ ^2-32. That is all It does ; it makes it perfectlv clear 
m.fh Se^etaty of Agriculture can use section 32 funds foV^^p^^^^ 
authorized by Congress in Public Law 92-32. Jhis morning the rdmlnfstmio^ 
indicated thac .t wuld not implement section 6 of Public Law 92™This i^ 

VtllJ'u "''"'"''^ ^f^""^ " ''P*'^'"' commodity distribution program is needed 
to feed hungry people across the Nation. I hope that this aniendment mXs it 
perfectly clear that Congress intends for the Department of AeTnlti.rp fn Lo 
section 32 funds to implement this important Lnge? program 
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Public Law 92-32 
92nd Congress, H. R. 5257 
June 30, 1971 

an act 



B5 STAT^ B5 



To extend the m*1»oo1 breakfast and si>et'ial food 'programs. 

Be it enacfed by the Senate and Home of Representatives of the 
United States of America in Congress assembled, That the National Food servioe 
School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 17;V>) is amended by adding at the end P^«™|; 
of the Act the following new section: . , , . •, Extension. 

"Si:r. 15. (a) In addition to funds appro] nmted or otherwise avail- ^^^^^ ^sqj 
able, the SecitJtarv is authorized to nsc% during the fiscal year endni^ 34 gtat.' 213, 
June :^0. 1071, not to e.xceed $;^r).000.000 in funds from Section '^2 of 4^ 1751 
the Act of August 24, 19:3.5 (7 U.S.C. G12c), to carry out the provisions 
of this Act, and during the fiscal year ending June 30, 1972, not to 49 i ^t. 774. 
e.xceed $100,000,000 in fiinds from such section 32 to carry out the pro- 
visions of this Act relating to the service of free and reduced-price 
meals to needy cliihlren in schools and service in.stitutioiis. 

"(b) Any funds unexpended under this section at the end of the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1971, or at the end of the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1972, shall remain available to the Seci-etary in accordance 
with the last siMitence of section 3 of this Act. ju5 amended." 76 Stat, 944j 

Snv. 2. The fii-stscmtence of section 4(a) of the Clii Id Nutrition Act ®^ ^os. 
of 196G (42 U.S.C. 1773(a)) is amended to read as f olio ws : "There js ^2^^^^ ireakfast 
herebv authorized to be appropriated for each of the fiscal years 19 < 2 ^^^^^ appro- 
aiid 1973 not to exceed $25,000,000 to carry out a program to assist ppi^tlon. 
the States through grants-in-aid and other means to initiate, maintain, 92 Stat. 119; 
or expand nonprofit breakfast progmms in schools." ^ b4 Stat. 214. 

Sec. 3. (a) The first sentence of section 4(c) of such Act (42 U.S.C. state disbtirse- 
1773 (c)) IS amended by striking out '*to reimburse such schools for ment to schools, 
the" and inseitiiig *'to assist sucli schools in financing tlic". SO Stat. BB6« 

(b) The last sentence of sucli section 4(c) is amended to read as fol- 
lows: "In selecting schools for participation, the State educational 
agency shall, to the extent practicable, j^ive first consideration to tlio«J 
schools drawing attendance from areas in which poor economic condi- 
tions exist, to tliose schools in which a substantial proportion of the 
children enrolled must travel long distances daily, and to those schools 
in which tlicre is a special need for improving the nut rition and dietary 
practices of children of working mothers and children from low- 
mcomc families.**. 

Skc. 4. Section 4(d) of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966, is amended 
by striking out "80 per centum'* and inserting "100 per centunr*. 

Skc. 5. Section 1(e) of the Child Nutrition Act of 1906 is aineiided 
by striking out the sentence reading *'In making such determinations, 
such local authorities sliould, to the e.xtent practicable, consult with 
public welfare and lienltli agencie.s.'* and inserting ti.e following: 
**Sucli determinations shall be made by local school authorities m 
accordance with a publicly announced policy and plan applied equi- 
tably on the basis of criteria wliioli, as a niininuim, slmll include the 
level of family income, including welfare gr it-s, the number in the 
family unit, and the number of <'liildreii in the family unit attending 
school or service institutions: but any child who is a member of a 
household which has an annual income not above the applicable fain- 
ily size income level set forth in the income jwverty guidelines shall 
be served meals free or at reduced cost. The income poverty guiflelines 
to be use<l for any fi.^^'al year shall be those prescribed by the Secre- 
tary as of July 1 of such year. In providing meals free or at reduced 
cost, to needy children, fiist priority shall be given to providing free 
meals to the neediest children. Determination with rcsjKict to the 
annual income ofMiiiy household shall he made solely on the basis of an 
affidavit executed in such form as the Secretary may prescril)e by an 



588 



85 STAT, 86 



Pub. Law 92-32 



June 30, 1971 



80 Stat* 887* 
42 use 1773. 



Wreot distri- 
bution programs 

49 Stat, 774, 



60 Stat, 230» 
80 Stat, 8B5, 
42 use 1751 
note, 1771 
note* 

Grants-in*«id, 
82 Stat. 117, 



Non-Federal 
contributions. 



adult member of such household. Xone of the requirements of this 

nanTJt "^^'f to eligibility for meals withoutX^XTtt^^^^ 

nrXiS f participate in the school biUkfast 

tt?.^^^-fi^^FT'^12"?''^^"^^^^^" "ntil such time as the 
Secretary certifies that sufficient funds from sources other than chil- 

Si'reSiS '"^ ^"^^ ^^^^^^ meet th4 

. tS^^.tfll'^'^^'A''"-*'',/""^ appropriated or otherwise avaik':!e, 
the becretary of Agriculture is authorized to use, during the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1972, not to exceed $20,000,000 in fiindl 
section 32 of the Act of August 24, 193r, (7 U.S.C 612c), for the i Z 
pose of carrying out in any area of the United States direct distr hu- 
tion or other programs, without regard to whether such area is under 
the food stamp program or a system of direct distribution, to provide, 
in the immediate vicinity of their place of permanent residence, either 
directly or through a State or local welfare agency, an adequate diet 
to needy children and Ipw-mcome persons determined by the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture to be suffering, thi-ough no fault of their own, 
froni general and continued hun^:er resulting from insufficient food, 
i'ood made available to needy children under this section shall be 
in addition to any food made available to them under the National 
i>chool Lunch Act or the Child Nutrition Act of 1966. Whenever any 
program is carried out by the Secretary under authority of the pre- 
ceding sentence through any State or local welfare agency, he is 
authonzed to pay the administrative costs incurred by such State or 
local agency in carrying out such program. 

Sec. 7. (a) The first sentence of section 13(a) (1) of the National 
School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1761(a)(1)) ig amended to read as 
follows: There is authorized to be appropriated $32,000,000 for each 
of the fiscal years ending June 30, 1972, and June 30, 1973, to enable 
the becretary to formulate and carry out a program to assist States 
through grants-in-aid and other means, to initiate, maintain, or 
expand nonprofit food service programs for children in service 
institutions.". 

T-^X section 13(c)(2) of the National School Lunch Act (42 
U.S.C. 1761(c) (2)} after the first sentence insert: "Non-Federal con- 
tributions may be in cash or kind, fairly evaluated, including but not 
limited to equipment and services.". 
Approved June 30, 1971. 
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Items of Interest 



(The WasbiDgtoa Post, Apr. 7, 1972) 
SUMMER LUNCH FUND ATTACKED 
By Stuart Auerbacb 

The Nixon administration is limiting spending for the summer lunch program 
to half of what the nation's cities say they need despite a ready availability of 
funds, the Senate nutrition committee contends. 

The program, a favorite of Congress, got oft to a slow start last summer too 
because the JDepartment of Agriculture didn't allocate enough money to meet 
the cities' needs even though Congress had given it close to a blank check. 

The new contentions will be aired at a hearing this morning of the Senate 
Select Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs. 

A committee survey indicates that cities want to spend $50.5 million this sum- 
mer to feed needy children taking part in recreation and diiay care programs. 

The Agriculture Department has said it will only spend $25.5 million on the 
program. 

**We think that $25.5 million, from what we know, is enough," said Edward J. 
Hekman, the director of the department's Food and Nutrition Service, who will 
testify today. 

But Sen. Alan Cranston (D-Calif.) standing-in for committee Chairman George 
McGovern (D-S.D.) who is campaigning for the Democratic presidential nomina- 
tion, said tliat the $25.5 million is ''motivated solely by false budgetary 
considerations." 

Cranston said the Agriculture Department did the s:ime thing last year, and in- 
creased spending for the summer lunch program only under "intense pressure" 
from Congrew. 

Despite this pressure, however, many parts were delayed in getting started, 
Cranston said. 

The summer lunch program began in 1969 as part of the federal effort to cool 
unrest in the nation'f ghettos. It fits into special recreation programs designed 
to give ghetto children and youth something to do during the summer. 

By all accounts summer lunch was under-utilized during its first two years. 
But last year, reported Assistant Secretary of Agriculture Richard E. Lyng, fed- 
eral officials advertised the program, and *'we goofed it We got too many appli- 
cations for the amount of money available." 

Lyng and Hekman contended that many cities squandered the funds given 
them for summer lunches. Some cities, said Lyng, had no programs at all ; they 
just passed out food on street corners. Other cities claimed they were feeding 
twice as many children as they did. 

Hekman refused to name the cities yesterday, but said he would detail the 
Agriculture Department contentions before the Senate committee today. 

Lyng said federal auditors have withheld payments to some cities, including 
New York, whose officials will also testify today. 

Typical of the conflicting claims made by the Senate investigators and the 
Agriculture Department officials is one concerning the dollar differences between 
this year's program and last year's. 

Cranston said this year's allocation falls $3.5 million short of the $20 rcillion 
that the Agriculture Department agreed to spend last year. 

But Hekman and J.yng Hiid the $25.5 niiUion allocation is a 25 ver rent in- 
crease over last year — basing that claim on the $10 million that they have paid 
the cities for 1971. The Senate investigators, however, said that many cities have 
not yet been paid for last year. 
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Earlier. McGovr m accused the Agriculture Department of limiting participa- 
tion by giving flrst priority to cities that received money last year. And. under the 
federal guidelines, these cities would receive no more money thaiTtKot last 

Boston officials complained to Sen. Edward M. Kennedy (D-Mass.) that they 
didnt participate last year because of the on-againK)ff-again nature of the pro« 
gram. And Los Angeles wants to feed more children than it did last year, 

Cranston said the extra money is available, and its use is authorized by Con- 
gress to pay for an expanded program. 

?eP?rtment gets one-third of all Import duties to use as 
needed. Besides the $315 million that it expected to get this year, the temporary 
10 per cent surcharge on imports yielded it an additional $200 million. 

♦Clearly the money is there to feed our children." said Cranston, 

Lyng, however, said the funds are getting low. 

The summer lunch program fed close to 2 million children last summer. The 
school lunch program provides free or reduced-price lunches to 7.5 million. 



Appendix 2 

ITEMS PERTINENT TO HEARING OF JUNE 21 

The Cmr of New Yobk. 

Agency fob Child Development. 

Human Resources Administbation. 

- , „ „ iV«^ york, N. F.. March i7. 1972. 

3lr. RicHAKD Reed. 

Chief of the Bureau of School Food Management^ 
State Education Department^ Alhanpt N.Y, 

^^^^ regard to your inquiries concerning New York City's 
Head Start/Family Day Care Breakfast Program. I hope the following informa- 
tion will bring you up-to-date. 



IIEiJ> START AND FAMILY DAY CABE CREAKFAST PROGRAM 

Justification 

The decision tj seek additional funds for a breakfast program for certain 
Head Start and Family Day Care Program was based on the following: 

The belief that a nutritionally balanced supplemental feeding program is one 
of the most es&ential components of any early childhood development program 
especially those dealing with the children of low income families 

The understanding that it is generally recognized by nutritional authorities 
that a child 8 ability to make use of clissroom experience, is often impaired bv 
the lack of breakfast. 

Wide community sujiport for breakfast programs : Many low income families in 
New iork experience difficulties in providing an adequate breakfast for their 
children, and have voiced their concerns for the nutritional status of their chil- 
dren especially as it has affected their mental, physical and intellectual growth 
and development. 

The fact that Head Start and Family I>ay Care have lacked funds, due to low 
level of OLO funding in recent years, to cover cost of i»roviding breakfast in 
many programs. 

Funding 

Although Iegi.sIatlon passed by Congress in 1968 (Ph. 00^02) authorized 
funds for the initiation, maintenance or expansion of non-profit food programs 
(Special Food Service Programs), in "i)rivate nonprofit institutions or public 
institution.s, which provide day care, or other child care where children are not 
maintained in residence, for children from areas in which poor economic condi- 
tions exist and from areas in which there arc high concentrations of working 
mothers"— regulations subseciuently written by the Department of Agriculture in 
10«0 pursuant to tne Act, prohibited funds from being used for food services in 
New York's Head Start and Family Day Care Programs. 

Specifically, the Departmcht of Agriculture regulations provided that ♦'estab- 
lished Head Start Centers, l»arent Child Centers etc., whose food service has 
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lished prior to NoveX" 1 "'"^ 'J^*'"*^ «« ^^^ters est^- 

luncl. and snacks In tSI YoVk ..rLr^! ««« """"^y ^ot 

iTior to November 1, 1W5« they thns h^afnf m?.'!,'''"'^ '''^y estabiished 

apaX Syo^f :^s^i'„^e«".'Sr; J^^^^^^^^ york C.t. 

Xo 2862 A/1 \ «9.':n ^SSi^. ^ granted New York City (Grant 

^lnf«en.i;i?^Hi^^^^^ ""'^ ^^^^'^^'^^ P«n<£'L7X' 

Program Purpose 

^•-ir^S^'^li'S^ '° H«id sun .„a 

Program Description 

ce;?fers8eTlcin?2Lchl?dr™''fi'^ ^"^^ .^'^^^ «Wch operate 44 

serviced brProJectM S^^^^ ""'"l"'^ *»<Jren 

ters servlclne 1^ pHTrtr!!^ , " City) and 5 Family Day Care Cen- 

servlc^ g"LSl)av ^..'fn^^^^^^ ^* number of chlldr^ 

I'rogram. * ^^'^ ^^"^ '""^ed 'or the Breakfest 

pre^Sronan?s^o"»n/i^s-^^^ ^^"'P'"^"* for the 

the service proTldTwas reta^ ?o ™ wJL* ^'"'^ 

"«#zj;forr"^^^^^^^^ 

oreaKtast I'rogram menu and Budget attaclied. 

//C«rf «^*T"«-MABCH 10. ,972 

fund^aTCateffo'^S ^nd'^^m""''^^^ centers have run out of 

centers Lav"e%'st'star?^J ^dr progrms''''''' funds-alloc-ated for food, and « 
Family Day Care 

All 5 centers expect to run out of funds this June. 
Refunding 

The Breakfast I'rogram has been a great success- 
roJuKr " "-"'^••"•""g of at S the minimal dally nutrltlo™.l 

Fam^X'SZS^ "^^'-n-nce In both the Head Start and 

and tt'SramV"""' r>Mu^nX relationships between the parents 

t^^e program has meant 

a "CooklJmK'Mo^^^^^^^^ ""^ ••™«'"'» J««""y authored 

Start''ttnVSi'fA„'v V.' " capability within the participating Head 

astra?^i'a,jtL^^^^^^ 

*^?"-vK.r? rJ'c^ap^tllg.^^ 

LutrlKffilr,;' ^^^^^ " JneWe but equall" as 

n„3^ATS?.ot^fgrM^ 
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The Breakfast Program has been a great success ■ 
reJu'remS"' "t least the n.i„im„l dally nutritional 
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Family Day Care Program senices approximately 4,058 children; New York 
City's Head Start Program services approximately 6,000 children. 

In view of the cut back in OEO funds and the fact tlmt we are not likely to 
get monies from funds authorized for demonstration programs — in that we have 
already demonstrated the feasibility and need for Head Start and Family Day 
Care Breakfast Programs— the only lioi>e for the children in these programs 
seems to lie in the Department of Agriculture Special Food Service Programs. 

In order for New York City's Head Start an(' Family Day Care Programs to 
be eligible for this program, two things would nave to happen; its regulations 
would have to be changed and its budget would have to be increased. 

With regard to the former, the Agency for Child Development telephoned Mr. 
Herbert Rorex, Director of the Child and Nutrition Division of the United States 
Department of Agriculture. He agreed that the November 1, 1969 cut off date 
was originally established because OEO programs were so well funded initially. 
It was, therefore, thought they would not need additional funds for food serv- 
ice. He further agreed that this view is no longer relevant. He also agreed that, 
according to the exact wording of the regulations, the Department of Agricul- 
ture could in fact fund a Head Start breakfast program with Special Food Serv- 
ice Funds if OEO was only funding the program's lunch and snacks. He 
also stated, however, that no matter what regulations were changed, we could 
receive no additional funds unle.ss the Special Food Service Program budget was 
increased. 

With regard to the latter, Mr. Reed. I know you are fully aware. It is you 
who had the unfortunate duty of telling us of the freeze that the Office of Man- 
agement and the Budget had placed on these funds, a freeze which by the way, 
has meant that 26 day care tenters (the number of those established since the 
freeze) have become ineligible to receive Sjwcial Food Service funds for break- 
fast programs. 

I hope the information provided here will help you in the fight to obtain more 
Special Food Service Program funds for New York. In view of the following 
facts we cannot afford to lose : 

Most of the Nation's publicly funded day care programs are located in New 
York. 

By 1974, New York City alone will be serving more than double the number 
of children presently eligible for the Special Food Service Program. 

According to the New York City Department of Health * over 40% of children 
under the age of 7 from low income families in New York suffer from nutritional 
deficiencies. 

Nutritional defiencies prevelent in the diet of children during the first 8 vears, 
the yeara during which the brain grows to 80% of its adult weight, cause mental 
retardation. 

.o^ di.smayed that the President's FY 1973 budget for Section 

13 of PL 90-302, The Special Food Service Program, reflects a forty per cent 
reduction from the 1972 estimate of 32 million. I am further saddened by the 
k} t^iat monies available under Section 32 of the 1935 Agricultural Adjustment 
Act which could be transfered to the Section 13 budget in FY 73 and in fact even 
today to meet New fork's present needs, have apparently been frozen. This is 
incredible in view of the fact that the recent tax on agricultural imports must 
have greatly increased the amount of monies now amassed in the Section 32 
account. 

Together, I hope we can do something to change this situation and thus meet 
the real needs of the children in New York. 

Thank you again for all your efforts in this matter, I look forward to hearing 
rroni you. 

Sincerely, 

Georgia L. McMubbay, 

Commissioner, 



» See date published in enclosed article In New York Times, October 14, 1973. 
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[From the New Tork Times, Oct 14, 1970] 
DocTOBS Evaluating Data in Study of Malnutbition Hebe 
(By David K. Siiipler) 

The lirst results of a Federal study of malnutrition in New York City show 
that nearly half a sample of low-income children under 7 years old here suffer 
from low levels of vitamin A. 

Other forms of nutritional deficiency were found generally in fewer than 10 per 
cent of rhose tested, and some kinds of inadequacies were not encountered at all. 

Preliminary data from the survey of 2,00<J people were made public yesterday 
by the City Health Department, which conducted the study as part of a 10-state 
investigation by the Puolic Health Service into nationwide problems of malnutri- 
tion. 

But whether any of the deficiencies found in New York constitute genuine 
•malnutrition" is not clear, according to Dr. Robert G. Newman, a Health De- 
partment official wlio supervised the survey here. 

Some doctors and health aides who work in slum neighborhoods believe that 
many i)oor p€oi)le do not eat proj)er foods and that the result may be malnutri- 
tion, but in forms that are often subtle and hard to detect. 

"We don't know how to define malnutrition," Dr. Newman said yesterday. 

Doctors disagree, he explained, on what amounts of particular vitamins in the 
bloodstream should be considered adequate or inadequate for good health. 

"Nobody can say with certainty that this is normal and that is not normal, and 
this is good and that is bad, * Dr. Newman explained. "At the moment it*s a very 
imprecise science." t> , tt 

This continued debate has been underscored recently by the Public Health 
Service, which, even while the survey was being conducted, changed the levels 
of nutrients to be considered "low." 

Furthermore, vitamin deficiencies in the degrees observea in New York City 
have not been conclusively linked to specific symptoms or illnesses, Dr, Newman 

It is known that a lack of thiamine (vitamin Bl) causes beriberi with acute 
convulsions, for example, but it is not clear how low the thiamine level must tet 
l)ef ore one exi)eriences such symptoms. Similarly, vitamin A deficiency contributes 
to a loss 0* vision in dim light, but the question is how little before vision is 
<i flTected. 

The figures released yesterday were based only on laboratory analysis ; clinical 
examinations that doctors made of each person tested were not taken into ac- 
count. Dr. Newman said he thought when the examination results were tabu- 
lated, they would shed some light on the relationship of nutritional deficiency 
to certain ailments. ^ ^ , . „ . , 

Other research in recent years has touched on diet as a factor In children s 
l)erf<)rmaiice. In 1908 a team led by Dr. George Christakis of Mount Sinai Medi- 
.•al Center found in a study of 642 children on the Lower East Side that reading 
scores were lower for those whose diets were poorer. But Dr. Christakis added 
that the results were not conclusive. . m « « 

Dr. Harold B. Wise, who directs the Martin Luther King Health Center— a 
conmninity olinic in the South Bronx operated by Montefiore Hospital— said 
recently tliat there was a "hunch" among doctors that anemia, found in about 
10 ver cent of the children who came to the clinic, produced lethargy and poor 
performance in school. But this has not been proved, he added. 

The Federal study showed that the lower the income, the greater the chance 
of nutritional deficiency. 

Eight per cent of the sample's low-income children 6 years and under naa 
low hemoglobin levels (less than 10 milligrams of hemoglobin per 100 milliliters 
of blood), which is one test for anemia. But only 3 per cent of the upper-income 
children of the same age were found with that condition. 
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The dividing line for upper and lower income, Dr. Newman said, varied by 
family size, but was based — for the pur|)ose of rough, preliminary calcula- 
tions — on an annual income of $4,150 for a family of four. Everything below that 
was considered "'lower income." 

Forty-six |)er cent of the low-income children under 7 had vitamin A de- 
ficiency, compared with 18 per cent of the upper-income youngsters. Between 
the ages of 7 and 12, the figures were 27 i)er cent of the lower-income and 25 
I>er cent of the upjwr. Nobody over 60 years old and of a low-income status was 
found lacking in vitamin A, 

Similar patterns prevailed in other tests. Ten |)er cent of the low-income 
children between 7 and 12 were low in riboflavin (vitamin Bj), compared with 
6 i)er cent of the upper-income youngsters. Riboflavin deficiency is associated 
with lesions of the eyes, mouth and skin. 

Virtually no deficiency of vitamin C was found in the laboratory tests, except 
in 2 per cent of the low-income people between the ages of 13 and 60, Dr. New- 
man speculated that this might be becau.se many soft drinks, popular among 
children, contain added vitamin C. 

Very little protein deficiency was encountered by the study, and none at all 
among children under 13 years of age. 

Doctors who work in the slums can document one case of rickets— a disease of 
soft, deformed bones thought to be largely due to a lack of vitamin D— and two 
cases of kwashiorkor, a disease of extreme protein deficiency characterized by 
swelling, diarrhea and irritability. The three cases were discovered in the 
South Bronx in recent years. 

On one recent weekend a welfare mother who had run out of money and could 
not feed her four children gave them tranquilizers to keep them quiet, according; 
to Dr. David Kindig of Montefiore Hospital in the Bronx. The children, ages 2, 
4, 5 and 16, recovered;^ /. 

But such dramatic cases of hunger rarely come to the attention of medical 
personnel. Dr. Wise, who runs the Martin Luther King clinic, said he thought 
numerous poor people, never touched by health services, were trapj>ed in bad 
diets not only by low income but also by habit, custom and neglect. 

DIETARY HABITS STUDIED 

The clinic has on its staff an anthropologist, Dr. Allan Harwood, who studie<l 
the dietary habits of some 30 South Bronx familiea as part of larger research 
into attitudes of the poor toward their health. 

He found that people ate an average of two, not three, meals a day. "There's a 
lot of snacking," he said, on candy, cake and soft drinks. He found pregnant 
wonien who ate laundry starch, coffee grounds, cigarette ashes and raw rice. 

Dr. Harwood 's study also uncovered a resistance on the part of pregnant 
Spanish-si)eaking women to taking iron pills, to supplement their diets and de- 
crease the chance of anemia caused by iron deficiency in their babies. 

He said the women characterized some foods and medicines as "cold" and 
others as "hot/' Iron was considered "hot," and they believed it would cause 
their babies to be bom with rashes or birthmarks. 

POOR BREAKFASTS NOTED 

"People eat worse at the end of the two-week period between welf^^re checks," 
Dr. Harwood said, "The more children they have, the worse it i.s," He said they 
often laced chopped meat with plenty of bread, or made a chicken stew without 
much chicken. 

Mrs. Sonia Valdes, who supervisos community liealth workers in the Martin 
Luther King clinic, said the coming of the welfare check often revived « neigh^ 
borhood. "You can actually see the tempo of the neighborhood change when the 
welfare check comes in." she said. 

Children rarely eat cereal or other iron-rich foods for breakfast, Mrs. Va'des 
said, iHit .settle for the leftover beans or rice from the night before. Or they are 
given quarters to buy cake and soft drinks on the way to school. 

The Federal food stamp program. introduce<l in the citv Aug. 31. enables a 
family of five, for example, to buy $120 worth of stamps for *08. Mrs. Valdes 
and other health workers -think the program will lielp somewhat, but will not 
solve the money problems. 

The poor often pay more for their food. The clinic, in a studv. found that 
while supermarket prices in .slum neighborhoods were less than in middle-income 
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areas, most i>oor families relied on credit to make their purchases. Supermarkets 
will not give them credit, the study found, so they patronize small groceries, 
whose prices are 25 to 50 per cent higher. 

A number of doctors and nutritionists have said that the most severe malnutri- 
tion problems are found among alcoholics and narcodcs addicts, who often suffer 
from protein deficiency, and among some elderly who live alone, isolated, often 
afraid to go nut of their rented rooms. They are caught in what some social 
workers call the "tea and toast syndrome," 

In a i>aper presented last night to the New York Academy of Medicine. Dr. 
Newman, who supervised the Federal study here, concluded that as a result of 
the limited research techniques, *'we are not in a position to answer the question 
originally iwsed by Congress concerning the extent of malnutrition and health- 
related problems in the target population/' 

ST»^r>y Links Malnutrition and Poverty 

(By Marjorie Hunter) 

\Yashinoton, April 27. — A Senate committee was told today that a Govern- 
ment survey just completed in Texas and Louisiana found '^widespread malnutri- 
tion,'* attributed in part to jwverty. 

'The iK)orer ypu are, the more likely you are to suffer from serious malnutri- 
tion." Dr. Arnold Schaefer told the Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs. 

This finding is expected to bolster efforts by Senator George McGovern, Demo- 
crat of South Dakota, and 44 other Senators to attach a liberalized food stamp 
plan to the Nixon Administration's welfare reform bill passed two weeks ago by 
the House. 

Dr. Schaefer also provided psychological assistance today for another pending 
bill, for n liberalized school lunch program, by testifying that malnutrition was 
particularly widespread among poor children. 

His reiwrt on the extent of malnutrition in the two Southern findings Dr. 
Schaefer. director of the National Nutrition Survey, had presented to tlie com- 
mittee more than a year ago. 

The real significance of his testimony today lay in relating malnutrition to 
:)overty--a link he had earlier said he was not prepared to nmke on the basis 
of preliminary 'findings. 

Testifying before the committee in January, 1969, he had been asked if he 
could relate malnutrition to low-income levels. 

"Honestly." he replied. '*we cannot at this iwint." 

But today, on the basis of the complete findings in Louisiana and Texas, Dr. 
Schaefer testified : "^Tliere is no longer any doubt that the incidence of malnutri- 
tion is related to poverty income levels.** 

Last year the Senate* approved a bill grunting free food stamps for the neediest, 
hut the House Agriculture Ctmnnfttec has stripi)ed away the free-stamp provision 
and tightened up eligibility requirements. 

m'govern*b plan 

In proposing that the .stamp plan be added to the welfare reform bill. Senator 
McGovern and others will be seeking to bypass the largely conservative House 
Agriculture Committee. 

Within lH)Urs after Dr. Schaefer testified a Senate-House conference commit- 
tee approved a liberalized school lunch program entitling children from poor 
families to free or reduced-price lunches. 

The conference agreement, if approved by both the Senate and House, would 
provide hot lunches for about eight million poor schoolchildren, about five million 
more than now. 

Dr. Schaefer 's testimony today was limited to findings in Louisiana and Texas. 
Next week, he will report on completed survey.s in New York, Kentucky and 
Michigan. 

Surveys in five other states — California. Massachusetts, South Carolina, Wash- 
ington and West ^■irginia— have not been completed. 

COMPLETE DATA 

Dr. Schaefer testified thai complete data on the 13.:j73 persons examined in 
Texas and Lcmisiana boro out preliminary findings of serious malnutrition. 
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He told of finding two or more nutritional deficiencies in 48.5 per cent of chil- 
dren aged one to nine ; 39.5 per cent, aged 10 to 12 ; and 54.5 vet cent aged 13 to 16. 

In Texas, he said 8 of every 10 preschool children examined were deficient 
in Vitamin A, a vitamin essential to proper functioning cf the skin, cells lining 
membranes, and proper vi8ior4. 

Dr. Schaefer also told of Ending widespread growth retardation, serious ane- 
mia and dental decay among many of those examined. 

Dr. Schaefer conceded that some of his findings might be obsolete, since the 
survey was begun nearly two years ago. 

Because of the r^*eliminary findings disclosed last year, many states have 
expanded their f'^od programs. 
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C0NORE66 OF THE United States, 

House of Representatives, 
Washingtm, D,C., April 17, 1972, 

Hon. Geoeoe McGovern, 

Chairman, Senate Select Committee on Nutrition ard Human Needs, 
Washington, D,C, 

Dear Mr. Chairman : Enclosed is a copy of a letter which my office has just 
received which explains, in vivid detail, the terrible financial problems facing 
Xew York City and the State of New York in continuing to finance their School 
Breakfast and Section 13 School Lunch Programs, 

At the beginning of this year, I polled the Various state directors of the 
Section 13 Program, and I found that most states are experiencing or will soon 
begin to experience the type of problems which are detailed in the attached 
letter. During the last week, my office has received a number of inquiries from 
the State of Oklahoma concerning the termination of that State's Section 13 
programs because of a lack of funding. 

If a copy of this letter from Commissioner Georgia L. McMurray of the 
Agency for Child Development of New York City to Dr. Earl Butz, Secretary 
of the U.S. Department of. Agriculture, has not been included in the hearing 
record of April 10, 1972, I would like at this time to respectfully request that 
this letter and the data which it contains be entered in the hearing record. 
Sincerely yours, 

Charles A. Vanik, 
Member of Congr*j88, 

Enclosure. 

The City of New York, 
Agency for Child Dbvelopment, 

New York, N,Y„ March 27, 1972, 

Dr. Earl Butz, 

Secretary, Department of Agriculture, 
Washington, D>C, 

Dear Secretary Butz: The Agency for Child Development is one of the five 
agencies of the Human Resources Administration of New York City. It has 
primary r-^sponsibility for and jurisdiction over Head Start, Group Day Care 
and Family Day Care programs. 

The Agency presently serves 28,868 children in these programs. By the end 
of FY 73 we expect to be serving approximately 45,650 children, an increase 
of approximately 16,782 children. 

This expansion will of course greatly increase the demand for Group Day 
Care and Head Start breakfast programs. Using approximately the same ratio 
of participation as that presently reflected by New York City's current level 
of participation in the breakfast programs funded pursuant to oection 13 of 
the National School Lunch Act which authorizes Special Food Service Programs, 
we calculate that in FY 73 New York City will need to expand its breakfast 
program to include an additional 9,000 children* Currently, New York City is 
funded for approximately 0,000 breakfasts. In FY 73 New York City would 
need to be funded for 15,000 breakfasts. 

According to a telegram sent Mirch 20, 1971 by Wallace Warren, Food & 
Nutrition Service Administrator o> the North East Region, to the New York 
State Department of Education, which advised New York's Bureau of School 
Food Management to approve only ^renewal applications for breakfast and other 
Special Food Service Programs, it appears that there will be no money in FY 
72-73 to meet the need for breakfast programs in most of our day care centers. 
In otherwords, New York State can only expect for FY 72-73 the amount of 
Section 13 funds it received for FY 71-72, $887,887. 
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Richard Reed, Chief of the Bureau of School Food Management, of the New 
York State Department of Education informs us that in order to meet the need 
for breakfast programs reflected by New York City's expansion of day care 
services Xew York State would need an additional $1,000,305 in Special Food 
Service Program funds. $400,000 of this amount would cover food costs for New- 
York City's programs. $500,000 would cover equipment costs and $100,000 would 
cover the expec'ted expansion in day care breakfast programs in the rest of the 
State. 

I am shocked and dismayed that the President's FY 1973 budget for Section 
13 of PL 90-'302. the Special Food Servi<»e Program, reflects a forty per cent re- 
duction from the 1972 estimate of 32 million. I am further saddened by the fact 
that monies available under Section 32 of the 1935 Agricultural Adjustment Act 
which could be transfered to the Section 13 budget in FY 73 have apparently 
been frozen. This is incredible since we already know that the recent tax on agri- 
cultural imports have increas;ed the amount of monies now amassed in the Section 
32 account to over $000,000,000. 

In view of the monies thus available, I urge you to reconsider your budget re- 
quest. Though the testimony of Edward J. Hekman. Administrator of the Food & 
Nutrition Service before the Senate Appropriations Committtee on March 17. 
argued that the Deimrtnient of Agriculture's budget request for Special Food 
Service funds (a $2,000,000 dccrca.sc from last year's budget) would cover the 
anticipated expansion in non-school breakfast programs. I think the information 
provided here argues otherwise. 

Although the first report of the National Advisory Council on Nutrition failed 
to make recommendations for meeting the nutrition needs of children in their 
flr::t flve years of life, I hope you will consider by reconmiendation with regard 
to the needs of New York City's pre school children. 

We cannot turn a deaf ear to the 9.000 pre school children in New York who 
will be askiuR us for breakfast next year. The New York City Department of 
Health reports that already over 40% of the children under the age of 7 from 
low income families in New York suffer from nutritional deflciencies. As you 
know nutritional detiLi^:^''ies in the diet of children during the first 8 years, the 
years during which the brain grows to 80% of its adult weight, cause mental 
retardation. 

Sincerelj, 

George L. McMubbay, Commissioner 



Statement by Senator Walter F. Mondale, Hearings of TJ.S.D.A. Food 

AftSJSTANCE FOR THE POOR, SeLKCT COMMITTEE ON NUTRITION AND HUMAN NEEDS 

Mr. Chairman, I was especially pleased to be asked to submit, for the record, 
observations I have made through my work with preschool programs both this 
Committee and the Subcommittee on Children and Youth, which I am privileged 
to chair. 

Those who are now active in programs to serve the needs of young children 
recognize the importance of sound nutrition components. I don't need to review 
for the othtr members of this Committee the growing literature linking nutrition, 
mental development, and school performance. But certainly it is a body of in- 
formation which supports the demand for strong nutritional programs for all 
preschool children, 8.si)edallr those participating in day care and Heatstart 
programs. 

When legislation for day care and Headstart programs was passed, Congress 
stressed the growing need for programs that provide all the components neces- 
sary for a complete child development program. Day care programs w*erc devel- 
oped to meet the educational, health, and nutritional needs of young children. 

Congress made available $184 million for Si)ecial Food Service Programs for 
Children for FY 72, so that the nutritional component cculd be provided. U.S.b.A.. 
as revealed in Half c Loaf-Food Assistance in FY 1912, the report published bv 
the Nutrition Committee, has arbitrarily decided to leave $150 million, 80% of 
the available funds, unused. 

As a result day care and Headstart programs are routinely being told that the 
funds for these programs arc exhausted. Children who are legally eligible to 
receive feeding under this authority, cannot because of the ITSDA freeze on 
funds. 
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Even though statistics continually show a substantial increase In the growth 
in (lav care programs all across the country, this freeze has persisted. Evea 
though Congress has passed legislation supporting day care, Headstart, and other 
tederaily assisted preschool programs, USDA continues the freeze of funds, 

Somo day cure and Headstart centers have cut their food costs by cutlng bacK 
on the nunibei of nutritious snacks they provide, by cutting out breakfast com- 
pletely, or by cutting down on the number of children they allow in the program. 
None of these alternatives are good ones, but they seem to be the only ones 
available to program directors as long as U.S.D.A. does not release the necessary 

^"nay care and Headstart centers should not have to face a choice between 
any of those alternatives. The money is available. They should receive it 

Congress committed itself to providing the nutritional component as well as 
the other essential components included in a complete child development pro- 
gram. Congress provided the funds for the programs. USDA has the authority 
to use the funds, but the Department has failed to respond to CongressionaUy 
recogn.zed needs among young children, by spending the money that is avail- 

^^l^st°rongly feel that action must be taken to see that the Department provides 
the appropriated funds to day care, Headstart, and other preschool programs to 
meet their existing needs. Steps also must be taken to provide for the expansion 
in these programs so that a full range of health, nutrition, and other supportive 
services can be provided. 

Division of Field Services, 
Officf. of Food Program Admimstration, 

February 17, 1972, 

Mr. PlIIUP OlSSON, w , cf rr o 

Deputy Aifsistant Secretary, Division of Consumer and Marketing Services, y.is. 
Department of Agriculture, Washington, DX\ 

Dear Mr. Olsson : Since our meeting on February 3, New Jersey's already 
serious need for Special Food Service funds has increased substantially. For 
many months we have been rejecting applications for new day care meal pro- 
grams because of our acute shortage of funds. 

As of February 17, we have flfty-one applications pending. These flfty-one 
eligible child care centers would serve approximately 3,900 children each day. 
Additional applications which we cannot fund arrive each week. 

If we were able to fund these flfty-ono programs .so that they could begin to 
serve meals on March 1, we would need approximately $138,840 through the end 
of this fiscal year. 

Because our Fiscal Year 1972 Section 13 allocation is so inadequate, we do 
not now have the Special Food Service funds necessary to approve these pro- 
grams. Many of our applicant centers operate on very low budgets and liave no 
other possible source of funds for meal programs. 

1 must request that yon take all necessary steps to obtain for New Jersey 
additional Section 13 funds in an amount sufficient to meet the serious needs of 
our child care centers for the remainder of this fiscal year. 
Sincerely, 

Lewis B. Straus, 
Director n Office of Food Program Administration, 



Arizona Early Cnvj)r..)on Council, 

Phoenix, Ariz., August 10, 1972. 

Mr. KKN'NFrrn Sciilosbbero. 

Staff Director, U.S, Senate Select Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs, 
Washington, D,C, 

Dear Mb. Sciilossbero : It has come to the attention of the Arizona Early Child- 
hood Council i;mt funds which were appropriated by Congress for the Special 
Food Services Program for low income children have n'^t been released by the 
U.S. Department of Agriculture and are not therefore available to the many 
eligible day care centers who are applying for these funds. 

There is an ob.servable difference in the quality of the nutritional program 
available to low income children in the nonprofit day care centers which are re- 
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ceiving the Special Food Services Funds and the accompanying consultation from 
the Arizona School Lunch Division staff. Only 41 day care centers are presently 
funded, and we estimate that this meets the needs of only 25% of the exibtlng 
Arizona day care facilities which are eligible. Some of the applications of these 
funds have been on file for two years. 

Since one hundred thirty five millicn dollars were appropriated by Congress for 
the Congress for the Special Food Services program, we are wondering why the 
U.S. Department of Agriculture has delayed releasing funds to the States. 

We hope that you can in\'estigate this problem for us and urge the Department 
of Agriculture to take action with all possible speed, in order that we can improve 
the nutrition of needy Arizona children. 

Thank you for your always-courteous cooperation. 
Respectfully, 

Wynn Wmoht, Chairman, 
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Material Submitted by the Witnesses 

FKOM MKS. SHEILA MALLOy 

Sequential Sbccwd 
April 1971_. nrr. ■ . 

September 1071 Pnjj^!^^^*'? 

agency Is X<wl d?artmen?''* ""J^^^ •'*'*8«te 
September 1971 T.^d ''h* ^^''^^^^^ '^"^ 

.X Told by Springfield school department fh.t 

s^TK t^sr rS 

mber 1971_. C<^"rSd~^^^^^ ' 
sltuaHon {" m enclos^ ietter«f r""?*"' regarding 

Addihonai. Cobbesponbence 

Schools OF Spbinofikld. Mass 
Aciing'lo^ Shapiko, September 16, mi. 

our ^"i Tftfe*rf2nd?to^pVo\?d!Pti'^^^^^^ °' Education has verbally questioned 
reason for their question Is^the diffi^p''""??*^ '° Headstart proS The 
Si^l* '° « '""e l Vogram anSVn 'nffi'^ for selection of chHd^en to?J! 

srani. Whereas the O.B.O. crlteri- l« /Ifn °' Economic Opportunity nrT 
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The Commonwealth of Massachusetts, 

Dei»artmbnt of Education, 
Division of School Faciuiies and Related Subjects, 

Boston, Mass,, October 22, 1971, 

Mr. Paul B. Rannenbebo, 
School Lunch Director , 

Spriufj field School Department, Springfield, Masn, 

Dfab Mb. Rannenbero : In auditing your claim for reimbursement we noticed 
that claims were being made for children that are not part of the enrollment of 
any of your .schools. Therefore, no claim may be made for these children. 

If the school department wishes to supply these children with lunche.s, the full 
cost of the meals must be paid to the School Lunch Account. 

We trust that this information is satisfactory. If you have any questions, please 
do not hesitate to call or write this office. 
Very truly yours, 

John C. Stalkeb, Director, 
By Joseph A. C^xla. 

Month of September 1971 

Served to needy 



Center: Early childhood 376 

Title I— Head Start : 

Eastern Avenue 270 

Girls' Ciub 80 

Mass. Avenue 585 

South End 80 

West Springfield 80 
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The Public Sohools of Spbinofielo, Mass., 

November 2, 1971, 

Mr. Sidney Shapibo, 

Acting Director, Springfield Action Commission, Project Head Start, Spring* 
field, Mass. 

Dfjib Mb. Shapibo: We would like to set a meeting on Tuesday, November 9, 
1971, at 10:30 a.m. in my office with people from your staflf to consider the edu- 
cational criteria for selecting your children and evaluation procedures of the 
food service program provided by the School Department with Title I ^unds. 

Will you please confirm the time and place of this meeting as agreeable with 
your Coordinators, if it is inconvenient, we can reschedule it at a different time. 
Sincerely, 

Ji IN J. Sullivan, 
Director, Federal and State Projects, 



The Pubuo Schools of Spbinc field, Mass., 

Ncioemherl0,1971, 

Mr. Sidney Shapiro, 

Acting Director, Springfield Action Commission, Project Head Start, Spring- 
field, Mass, 

Dear Mb. Shapiro : Thank you for your letter postmarked November 9, 1971, 
informing me that it will not be possible for you to ^'^ep your scheduled meeting 
on November 9th. In talking to a secretary at the Kcadstart Office yesterday, she 
Informed me that there was a mix up over dates, and I a8ke<l to reschedule the 
meeting on Tuesday, November 16, 1971, at 10:30 A.M., and I asked to have this 
confirmed. I find I will not be available on the date you suggest* November 15th 
at 11 :00 A.M. I would appreciate a prompt confirmation of the Tuesday, Novem- 
ber 16th time, or sometime on Thursday, November 18th. 

The topic of the meeting is taking on crisis proportions. First, as you surely 
are av/are, the federal and state people are questioning the mingling of Title I 
funds and OjE.O. funds in Headfltart* because of the different criteria for selec- 
tion. Because of this. Title I funds have taken over Ueadstart in New Bedford, 
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I understand. Thus, the continiiation of the Title I hot Icmch program for 
Headstart is being questioned. 

Additionally, the School Lunch Department has been claiming the Headstart 
hot lunches for reimbursement from the State Lunch Department. Ihe State has 
now rejected the claim because tre Headstart children are not enrolled in the 
Public Schools. The State Department of Eaucation Title I Office has been asked 
to approve the entire cost of the Headstart hot lunch program. There seems to 
be 1 relncti»nce to grant approval until the matter of selection criteria is resolved. 

Consequeutly, the School Department cooperation with the Headbtart hot 
lunch programs is in jeopardy. For our meeting (date and time to be determined) , 
we would like to have copies of (1) your selection criteria (as in your approved 
proposal), (2) the O.E.O. guidelines concerning selection of children, and (3) 
copies of all forms you use for registration and screening of children, ^yith this 
data, we will attempt to build a case that the Headstart selection procedure 
qualifies under Title I guidelines. 

We will appreciate a prompt reply to confirm a meeting date and time. 
Sincerely, 

John J. Suixivan, 
Director, Federal and State Projects, 



Thb Public Schools of Sprinofuxd, Mass., 

November 16, 1971. 

Mr. Sidney Shapibo, 

Acting Director, Springfield Action Commi88iott, 
Project Head Start, Springfield, Mass. 

Dear Mb. Shapiro: As a follow-up to our meeting this morning> we are sending 
you photos of pertinent pages from the Massachusetts Title I Guidelines. We are 
asking you to reply in writing concerning an educational criteria used in selecting 
Head Start children or to be used in reselecting these children. This criteria 
should be one which uses appropriate objective information in establishing that 
the children s^k^*ted to participate in Head Start are educationally deprived. 
The .second question on Ihr enclosed pages indicates the definition of educa* 
tionally deprived children. The School Department provided you with the criteria 
which we use in our Pre-S«'hool Program and this criteria has been approved 
by the State Department of I* .du cation. 

You indicated that you have copies of 30 approved FY 1972 Massachusetts 
Title I Projects. This gives you 31 different options for selecting a method of 
cstablishiiig educational deprivation. There are countless other ways and instru- 
ments not included in your SI copies and mixtures of those 31 which could 
be approved. 

The State Department is presently considering a request from the School 
Department to increase the Title I funds for Head Start Hot Lunch Program 
to the needed $.55 i)er meal. We are requesting a response from you as fast as 
possible in order to present the State Department with information establishing 
that your children are educationally deprived within the Title I definition. We 
boi)e that this information will be provided within one week so that the School 
Department can submit it to the State Department of Education for considera- 
tion along with the wiuest for increased funding for Head Start Hot Lunch 
Program. 

We appreciate your concern for the constitutionality of the legislation and 
your deep roncern for the inadequacy of measuring instruments. However, as I 
Iiointcd out, it is incumf)ent uiwn us to establish a practical criteria for submis- 
sion to the State Department of Education in order to receive the funds which 
we have requested. 

We will appreciate the prompt attention of yon and your stafi: to this matter. 
If this Office is aWe to provide any technical assistance or an educated opinion 
as to other criteria the State Department would approve, we would be happy 
to work with you. 

As agreed this morning, November 16th, we are establishing one week from 
today, Tuesday. November 23rd the latest for the receipt from your Office of 
this educational criteria. "We would appreciate this as early as possible. 

I do not need to impress upon you the urgency of this problem of continued 
Title I funding for Head Start Hot Lunch Program. 
Sincerely, 

John J. Sullivan, 
Director, Federal and State Projects. 
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Spbinofield Public Schools, 
Springfield, Mass., December 7, 1911. 
Memorandum to: Sidney Shapieo, Deputy for Education, Springfield Action 
Commission 

Today, in conversation with Mr. John Stalker of the State Lunch Depart- 
ment, he has agreed upon a method by which the State Lunch Department will be 
able to continue funding the Springfield School Lunch Department for the 
lunches provided to S.A.C.'s Heads tart Program. Paperwork to complete this 
agreement is now under way. Consequently, this takes the pressure off us in 
regard to seeking additional Title I funds to continue this program. 

However, we still have to work on the two items of setting an educational 
criteria for admittance to Headstart and agreement on evaluating the Hot Lunch 
Phase only of the Headstart Program. 

We have not received from you, as of this date, a response to our letter re- 
questing Headstart to establish an educational criteria for selecting educationally 
deprived children. We have received a letter from Ann Harris indicating different 
instruments being used for Headstart children. While the instruments them- 
selves are fine, we .still need, from the Springfield Headstart Program, a state- 
ment that such instruments are being used to screen children and those who 
are educationally deprived are admitted to the Headstart Program. 

We will appreciate a response from your ofllce in regard to establishing an 
educational criteria, which has been or will be used in the selection of children 
for this year. 

We have talked with the State Department of Education in regard to the letter 
from Mrs. Harris, and the State Department oflicials agree that naming the 
instruments used is only the first step in establishing an educational criteria. 
The State Department is desirous that we assist you in any way to help you 
state the educational criteria for your Headstart Program. 

Thank you for your cooperation. 

John J. Suluvan, 
mrector Federal and State Projects, 



The Commonwealth or Massachusetts, 

Department of Education, 
Division of School Faciutibs and Related Services, 

Boston, Mass., June 12, 1972. 

Miss Joyce Strom 

Springfield Action Commission-Head Start, Springfield, Mass. 

Dear Miss S^hom : In response to your request, enclosed you will find three 
(3) copies of application and agreement forms for participation in the Special 
Food Service Program for Children and the Summer Program. 

Please complete the forms in triplicate and return them to this office. Signa- 
tures are required on the forms. , * , 

Although we are accepting application and agreement forms to participate in 
the Special Food Program for Children, we cannot approve them until this pro- 
gram is properly funded to enroll' new participants. If you wish to write your 
Congres-sional Representatives asking their support for additional funding to this 
program, we suggest that you do so. , « * *u 

If you have any questions, do not hesitate to write or phone this ofllce to the 
attention of the Program Expansion and Food Services Facilities Section. 
Sincerely yours, ^ 

JXTLIUS CanDELA, 

Project Director, Program Expafision. 



I have some intere: ting figures substantiating testimony we've heard here to- 
day. I received them yesterday from ^Ir. Stalker. 

Year-round program, 1972 

Anticipated 

Actual (approved application) oIa 

New ( not yet approved) 350, 000 
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Summer feeding program 

Approved summer application $592, 788 

Current application (not approved) — 50,000 

Since applications were sent only to those programs approved last year, many 
more programs aware neither of possibility of getting funds nor date for subr 
uiitting applications. (See attached letter.) 

The Commonwealth of Massachusetts, 

Dkpabtment of Education, 
Division op School Faciuties and Related Services, 

Boston, Maaa,, March 24, 1972. 
To ; Sponsors of Special Summer Feeding Pr'^grams. 
From : John C. Stalker, Director. 
Subject : Special Food Service Program for Children. 

We are enclosing with this letter copies of two handbooks which provide oper- 
ational guidance and direction on the special summer feeding program funded 
by the United States Deimrtment of Agriculture and administered by this Bureau. 
Since you participated in this program last summer, you have some knowledge 
of program benefits and how the program operates. 

Audits and si)ecial reviews of many of last summer's programs revealed wide- 
spread program abuses and poor program management. Many of these problems 
w^ere the result of a lack of proper planning and a lack of knowledge of program 
requirements at the local level. These handbooks, one for the use of program 
sponsor, and one for the use of personnel at each food service site, are designed 
to help remedy this problem. 

Read the handbooks carefully. You will note that, many areas of program op- 
eration will be much more stringently controlled this year than they were last 
year. In order to be approved this year, a program must be well planned and 
organized. 

Applications must be submitted by April 1, 1972. The revised Federal regula- 
tions state that first priority in approving programs will be given to previous 
sponsors who submit their applications by April 1, 5972. The revised regulations 
also provide that each application be accompanied by information on each site 
at which food will be served. Approval of applications will be selective; that is, 
some sites may be approved while other sites on the same application may not be 
approved. 

Complete SCFP-1 in duplicate for each service institution and SCFP-2 in 
duplicate for each feeding site. 

The two handbooks are made available at this time in the interest of providing 
adefiuate time for planning. They are based on proposed regulation changes which 
have not been issued in final form. Final regulations will be based on comments 
received regarding proposed regulations published in the Federal Register. There- 
fore, you should understand that the handbook may be subject to revision depend- 
ing on the final regulations. 

You should proceed to implement the planning and p re-application phases of 
the preparation for the summer programs, keeping in mind that applications are 
due by April 1, 1972. When the final regulations are published in the Federal 
Register, you will be advised of any changes which the regulations make neces- 
sary. How wer, as of this date we doubt that there will be any changes. 

At the present time it i* anticipated that our state allocation will not be much 
in excess of amounts expended for identical programs last summer. Reimburse- 
ments will not be paid in excess of the number of meals approved on your SCFP-1 
form. 

We are accepting completed forms from new applicants but cannot approve 
them until we are advised by the United States Department of Agriculture the 
amount of additional fund.s wc are to receive over the amount expended for the 
1971 Summer Program. We anticipate that by approximately May 1, 1972, we 
can advise you whpther or not your program can be approved. 

Sound planning at this time will help to prevent later problems with the special 
summer feeding programs, and we would like to remind you that new programs 
will be approved in the order of the date received. 



PROM CONGRESSMAN VANIK 



Depabtment of Aobiculture, 

Office of the Secbetaey, 
Washinffton, D.V., June IS, 1972. 

Hon. Chabixs A. Vanik, 
House of Representatives, 

' Dear Mr. Vanik : Thank you for your recent letter in which you requested in- 
formation on the steps we were taking to re-position funds for the year-round 
Si)ecial Pood Service Program. 

As you know% the funds available to the various States under the statutory 
apportionment formula allowed some States to exi>and their year-round pro- 
grams in fiscal year 1972 while other States did not have sufficient funds to main- 
tain ^Jieir jvar-round programs at the annual rate they achieved in the latter part 
of Che fiscal year 1971. We did, however, assure this latter group of St^s that 
they need not cutback their existing program because we would be able to subse- 
quently re-position funds to maintain their spring of 1971 expenditure rate. 

Prior to the final re-i)ositioning of funds, we did make tentative advances of 
funds to all States needing additional funds to maintain operations at the 1971 
rate. Tlie amount of the tentative advance was designed to meet their full needs 
for maintaining that rate. Included in those preliminary advances were |21,000 
for Maine and $83,000 for Oklahoma. 

There is enclosed a table showing the initial allotment of funds to the States 
under the 1972 Letter of Credit for year-round programs. The table also shows 
the projected additional funds required for those States needing additional funds 
to maintain their year-round 1972 programs at the spring 1971 rate. 

We have just completed a fund roundup from States which, among other things, 
projected 1972 year-round funding needs. This roundup indicated that in 30 
States, year-round expenditures in 1972 would be less than the level of the above 
funding commitments. For the remaining States, we, therefore, are in a position 
to finally re-position funds to cover their full 1972 year-round funding needs. 
Sincerely, 

Richard Lynq, 
Assistant Secretary. 
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SPECIAL FOOD SERVICE PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN, FISCAL YEAR 1972, ALLOCATION OF FUNDS FOR 
YEAR-ROUND PROGRAM OPERATIONS 



State 



Initial 
allotment 
under letter 
of credit 



Additional 
funds needed 
to maintain 
April 1971 
rate 



Northeast: 

Connecticut >:..-..: 

Delaware 

District of Columbia.. 

Maine ... .... 

Maryland '...,.> 

Massachusetts....... 

New Hampshire...... 

New Jersey .... . 

New York 

Pennsylvania.... 

Rhode Island...:.'.:... 

Vertiont 

West Virginia........ 



Southeast: 

Alabama....... 

Florida..: 

Georgia.... 

Kentucky < 

Mississippi.....: 
North Carolina.. 
Puerto Rico..., 
South Carolina.. 

Tennessee 

Virginia 

Virgin Islands. . 



Midwest; 
Mlinois-. . 

Indiana 

Iowa....... 

Michigan 



132.957 

78.953 
112.253 
102.352 
170.076 . 
. 248.512 

77.667 . 
286,850 
653.628 . 
698.178 . 

72.552 . 

84.082 
341.372 . 



468.588 , 
620,209 
885.483 . 
487.033 , 
685.179 . 
1.109.406 . 

*"*329."322'; 
373.680 . 
401.028 . 
4.382 



627.090 , 
347,392 , 
309.47? 
426.162 . 



91.451 
25,300 
86.851 
21.000 



91,892 
'49,"294 

'i4,'352 



265.000 



31.654 



State 



Additional 
Initial funds needed 
allotment to maintain 
under letter April 1971 
of credit rate 



Midwe't: 

Minnesota 

Missouri......... 

Neoraska 

North Dakota 

Ohio 

South Dakota..... 

Wisconsin 

Southwest: 

Arkansas 

Colorado...-...-,,. 

Kansas .-..:. 

Louisiana 

New Mexico...... 

Oklahonra....'...., 

Texas 

Western: 

Alaska 

Arizona 

California .... 

Guam..:. 

Hawaii.. ........^ 

Idaho..;.....:.;., 

Montana 

Nevada 

Oregon 

Samoa. American. 

Utah 

Washington , 

Wyoming 

Trust Territory..:., 



343.488 
505.038 
133.452 . 
127.787 . 
629.820 
140.373 . 
293.621 



199.921 
444.372 



326. 088 



424.026 



498.378 
182.941 
206.742 

501.432 ............v. 

158.038 

263.374 85.000 
816.000 ...>. :....'. 

68.526 ...... 

183.814 . 
373.224 
9.462 . 

87.934 .............. 

90.797 ............... 

97.050 .............. 

61.488 ..v.. 

109.296 

3.693 .............. 

87.020 

189.961 :;. 

70,627 

13.663 



154.620 



Total 16.380.902 



2,310.810 



\ 
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Items of Interest 



) CONGRESS ff Y% ^ iiork/^ 

^s^. H. R. 14896 



IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

JcNE 30 (legislative day, June 28), 1972 
Read twice and referred to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry 



AN ACT 

To amend the National Soliool Lunch Act, as amended, to as- 
sure that adequate funds are available for the conduct of 
summer food service programs for children from areas in 
which poor economic conditions exist and from areas in 
which there are high concentrations of working mothers, 
and for' other purposes related to expanding and strength- 
ening the cliild nutrition programs, 

1 Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa- 

2 tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled, 

3 That section 13 of the National School Lunch Act (42 

4 U.S.C, 1761) is amended by adding at the end thereof Ihe 

5 following: 

6 "(i) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the 
I! 
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2 

1 Secretary of Agriculture is authorized to utilize, during the 

2 period May 15 to September 15, 1972, not to exceed 

3 825,000,000 from funds available during the fiscal years 
^ 1972 and 1973 under section 32 of the Act of- August 24, 
^ 1935 (7 U.S.O. 612c), to carry out the piirposes of this 
^ section. Funds expended under the provisions of this para- 

graph may be reimbursed out of any subsequent supple- 
^ mental or regular appropriation hereafter enacted for the 
^ purpose of carrying out this section, and such reimburse- 

ments shall be deposited into the fund established pursuant 

to section 32 of the Act of August 24, 1935, to be available 

12 1 

for the purposes of said section 32. Funds made available 

13 

under this subsection shall be in addition to direct appropria- 
tions or other funds available for the conduct of summer food 

15 

service programs for children," 

16 

Sec. 2. (a) The first sentence of section 13(a) (1) of 

^'^ the National School Lunch Act (42 U.S.O, 1761(a)(1)), 
18 

as amended, is amended to read as follows: "There is hereby 

19 

authorized to be appropriated such sums as are necessary 

20 

for each the fiscal years endhig June 30, 1972, June 30, 

21 

1973, and June 30, 1974, to enable the Secretary to fi.r- 

22 

mulate and carry out a program to assist States through 

23 

grants-in-aid and other means, to initiate, maintain, or 

24 

expand nonprofit food service programs for children in 

25 ... „ 

service mstilutions. 
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1 (b) Section 13(a) (2) of such Act is amended by 

2 inserting a new sentence at the end thereof as follows: "To 

3 the niaximuin extent feasible, consistent with the purposes of 

4 this section, special summer programs shall utilize the exist- 

5 i..g food service facilities of public and nonpublic private 
^ schools." 

7 t! 

bKC. 3. The first sentence of section 4(a) of the ChUd 

8 Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 U.S,a 177:3 (a,) is amended to 

9 read as follows.: "Tlierc is hereby authorized to be appropri- 
10 ated such sums as arc necessary for the fiscal years ending 
" June 30, 1972, June 30, 1973, a..d June 30, 1974, to 

12 enable the Secretary to cirry out a program to assist the 

13 States through grants-in-aid and other n.eans to initiate, 
1^ maiulain, or expand nonprofit breakfast progran.s in all 
15 schools which make application for assistance and agree to 
1« - carrjr out a nonprofit breakfast program in accordance with 
^'^ this Act." 

18 c 

Sue. 4. (a) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, 

19 the Secretary of Agriculture shall until such time as a 
2« supplemental appropriation may provide additional funds 

21 for such purpose use so much of the funds appropriated by 

22 section 32 of the Act of August 24, 1935 (7 U.S.C. 612 
23 

(c)), as may be necessary, in addition to the funds avail- 
able therefor, to carry out the p. ^oses of section 4 of the" 
25 National School Lunch Act and provide an aveiage rate 
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1 of reimbursement of not less than 8 cents per meal within 

2 each Staic during the fiscal year 1973. Furuls expended 
^ under the foregoing- provisions of this seetion shall be re- 

4 imbursed out of any supplemental appropriation hereafter 
^ enacted for the purpose of carrying out seetion 4 of the 
^ National School Lunch Act, and such reimbursements shall 
7 be deposited u to the fund estaW-sned pursuant to seetion 32 

5 of the Act of August. 24. 1'J35, to be available for the 
^ purposes of said section 32. 

(b) Funds made a^ ailable pursuant to this section shall 
be apportioned to the States in such manner as will besi 
^2 enable schools to meet their obligations with respect to the 

13 service of free and reduced-price lunches and to meet the 

14 obici^Jve of this section wiili respect to providing a minimum 
1^ rate of reimbursement under section 4 of the National Scliool 

Lunch Act, and such funds shall be apportioned and paid as 
1'^ expeditiously as may be practicable. 
18 Skc. 5. (a) The first sentence of section 9 of the Na- 
1^ tional School Lunch Act is desi^mted a« subsection (a) of 

20 that section. 

21 (b) The second through the seventh sentences of section 

22 fl of the National School Lunch Act shall be designated as 

23 subsection (h) of that s'^ction and are amended to read as 
2^ folbxvs: t 

25 " (b) The Secretary, not later than May 15 of each fiscal 
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2 year, shall prescribe an income poverty guideline setting forth 

2 income levels by family size for use in the subsequent fiscal 

3 year, and such guideline shall not subsequently be reduced to 

4 le effective in such subsequent fiscal year. Any child who is 

5 a member of a household which has an annual income not 

6 above the applicable family-size income level set forth in the 

7 income poverty guideline prescribed by the Secretary shall be 

8 served a Tree lunch. Following the announcement by the 
a Secretary of the income poverty guideline for each fiscal year, 

10 each State educational agency shall prescribe the income 

11 guidelines, by family size, to be used by schools in the State 

12 during 8ueh fiscal year in making determinationi; of those 

13 children eligible for a free lunch. The income guif^f^Hnes for 

14 free lunches to be prescribed by each State educational 

15 agency shall not be less than the applicable family-size in- 

16 come levels in the income poverty guideline prescribed by 

17 the Secretary and shall not be more than 25 per centum 

18 above suc!i family-size iuconic levels. Each fiscal year, each 

19 State educational agency shall also prescribe uicome guidc- 

20 lines, by family size, to 'ic used by schools in the State during 
-1 such fiscal year hi making determinations of those children 
^2 eligible for a lunch at a reduced price, not to exceed 20 cents, 

23 if a school elects to serve reduced-price lunches. Such income 

24 ' aidelines for reduced-price lunches shall be prescribed at 
2j> not more than 50 per centum above the applicable family- 
26 s»-5e in-line levels in the income po\vM ty guideline prescribed 



614 



6 

1 by the Secretary. Loeal school authorities shall publicly an- 

2 nounce such income guidelines on or about the opening of 

3 school each fiscal year and shall make determinations with 

4 respect to the annual incomes of any household solely on the 

5 basis of a statement executed in such form as the Secretary 

6 may prescribe by an adult member of such household. No 

7 physical segregation of or other discrimination against any 
child eligible for a free lunch or a reduced-priee lunch shall 

9 be made by the school nor shall there be any overt identifi- 
cation of any such child by special tokens or tickets, an- 
nounced or published lists of names, or by other means/' 
^2 (c) The eighth through the thirteenth sentences of sec- 
^'^ tion 9 of the National School Lunch Act shall be designated 
^ as subsection (c) of that section and the last sentence of such 
^5 subsection shall be amended by deleting the piirase "under 
^6 the provisions of section 10 until such time as the Secretary'' 
^'^ and inserting in lieu thereof the lollowing phrase "under 
this Act until such tirne as the State educational agency, or in 
the case of such schools which participate u ider the provi- 
so sions of section 10 of this Act the Secretary ', 
21 Sec, «, The first sentence of section 5(a) of the Child 
Nutrition Act of 1966, as amended by section 2 of Public 
Law 91-248, k amended by deleting the plirase "for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1973, not to <' iceed $15,000,000 
and for each succeeding fiscal year, not to exceed $10,000,- 
26 000" and inserting in lieu thereof the following phrase : "for 
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1 each of the three fiscal years ending June 80, 1973, June 30, 

2 1974, and June 30, 1975, not to exceed $40,000,000 and 

3 for each succeeding fiscal year, not to exceed $20,000,000". 

4 To assist the Congress in determining the amounts needed 

5 annually, the Secretary is directed to conduct a survey 
G among the States and school districts on unmet needs for. 

7 equipment in schools eligible for assistance under section 5 

8 of the Child Nutrition Act. The results of such survey shall 

9 be reported to the Congress by Deceniber 31, 1972. 

10 Sec. 7. The first sentence of section 10 of the Child 

11 Nutrition Act of 1966 is amended by inserting before the 

12 period at the end thereof the following: Provided, That 

13 such regulations relating to compctitiv food service shall per- 

14 mit the sale of nutritious food throuj a vending machines in 

15 participating schools and service institutions where the pro- 

16 ceeds of such sales will inure .to the benefit of the schools or 

17 ■ of organizations of students or parents- approved- j)y the 

18 schools ai)d such sales will not substantially interfere with the 

19 programs so authorized". 

Passed the House of Representatives June 30 (legisla- 
tive day, June 29), 1972. 

Attest: W. PAT JENNINGS, 

Clerk 
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